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Current Topics. 


The Birthday Honours. 

Has THERE been in recent times any set of “birthday 
honours” containing so little recognition of the legal profession 
as thatannounced on Tuesday? Last year there were five legal 
distinctions, including a solicitor-knight. This year we have a 
King’s Counsel and a mayor, who is also a barrister and 
doctor, knighted. Has the Cabinet, which contains so many 
lawyers, arrived at the conclusion that their profession is un- 
worthy of recommendation for distinction ? 


The Cry for More Judges. 

THE Lorp Chief Justice, like Mr. Justice Bray at Manchester, 
has taken occasion to reiterate very forcibly the necessity for more 
judges in the King’s Bench Division if the work of that Division 
is to be properly discharged. Addressing the Lord Mayor on 
Tuesday, he told him that to-day, should anyone desire to have 
his cause tried, there must be a delay of five or six months, and 
that any appeal from a county court judgment could not be heard 
without a delay of four or five months; that no substantial 
assistance can be obtained by remodelling the circuit system, and 
that, while ten or eleven judges should always be in London, on 
the average, during the year there could not be had more than six 
or seven. We shall see what the committee of both Houses have 
tosay on the matter, but we imagine they will find it hard to get 
round Lord ALVERSTONE' figures. 


Special Court for the Trial of Cases of Extra- 
ordinary Length. 

THE JUDGE of the Clerkenwell County Court is said to have 
recently referred to the length of the causes which are now tried 
in the metropolitan county courts, and to have expressed his 
opinion that a central court ought to be established for the trial 
of these long cases. ‘Those who have recently read the reports 
of the sittings at Nisi Prius in London must occasionally think 
that there is equal need for a central court in the case of the 
superior tribunals. A case of such magnitude was commenced 
before the Lord Chief Justice that he could not but think that 
the rest of his life would be devoted to it; and cases of remark- 
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able length were at the same time proceeding in other courts. A 
court for the trial of cases of more than ordinary length would 
possibly place the burden and inconvenience of delay on those 
who are best able to bear it. 


Inspection of Ballot Papers at Municipal 
Election, 

APPLICATION has just been made to the county court judge for 
Northampton, by virtue of a jurisdiction which is not often 
exercised. Under the Ballot Act, 1872, Schedule, Rules for 
Parliamentary Elections, and Part II., Rules for Muncipal Elec- 
tions, the returning officer is required, as soon as possible after 
a municipal election, to deliver to the town clerk the ballot 
papers, which are to remain in the custody of the town clerk for 
a year and are then to be destroyed, unless the county court 
having jurisdiction in the borough in which a municipal election 
is questioned orders otherwise, and after the documents have 
been deposited with the town clerk, no person is to be allowed 
to inspect any rejected ballot papers unless under an order of 
the above-mentioned county court. Inspection was applied for 
in the particular case to establish a charge of personation, and 
the order was accordingly made. 


Ceasing to Become Member of a Club. 


THE CASE of Denison v. Wynn, just decided by Daruina, J., 
is of interest to members of clubs. The trustees of the Junior 
United Service Club brought an action against the executrix of 
the late Mr. Henry Wincu for £36 15s., the balance of his 
entrance fee on election to the club. Mr. Wincu had joined 
the club in 1904, and took advantage of a rule then in force by 
which the entrance fee of forty guineas might be paid in instal- 
ments of five guineas on election and five guineas on the Ist of 
January of each of the succeeding seven years. The rule also 
provided that “ members who elect to pay their entrance fee by 
instalments will, in the event of ceasing to belong to the club, be 
liable to pay any balance due.in one sum.” Mr. WINCH, after 
he had paid one instalment, was killed by an accident, and the 
balance was claimed in the action on the ground that he “ had 
ceased to belong to the club.” The argument for the defendant 
was that the rule did not contemplate a eessation of membership 
by death. Several ways of ceasing to be a member were speci- 
fied in the rules—bankruptcy, expulsion, being in arrear for sub- 
scription, resignation—and the rule must be taken to apply to 
these cases only. The learned judge held that the rule was not 
intended to include the case of death, and gave judgment for the 
defendant. It seems to us that this decision was quite right, and 
that it will be necessary to amend the rule so as to make it in- 
clude a case like the present. A provision that there shall be in 
certain events a forfeiture of the privilege conferred upon a 
member, and of which he has elected to avail himself, ought not 
to be extended further than the express words will carry it. 
The framers of the rule may have been unwilling to refer to the 
contingency of the death of a member, and may have thought 
that his death might be properly described as the ceasing to be- 
long to the club. But the decision is one more example of the 
danger of reliance upon general words. 


Decrease in the Number of Cases Reported in the 
Chancery Division. 

IN A leading article, published about a week ago, the Jimes 
draws attention to the shrinkage during the year in the author- 
ized reports of Chancery cases, and accounts for this diminu- 
tion by the decline in the work of the division, and also by the 
modern practice of condensing the reports of these cases. A 
contrast between the present reports and those which were pub- 
lished immediately after the Judicature Acts will shew that 
there is some ground for the latter part of this proposition. 





The case of Plimpton v. Malcolmson (3 Ch. D. 531), assuming that it 
deserved a report at all, is reported in a manner which would hardly 
be tolerated at the present day. The action was tried before 
JESSEL, M.R., without a jury, and turned entirely on questions 
of fact—i.c., the ordinary issues in a patent cause —the novelty of 
an Invention relating to roller skates, the sufficiency of the speci- 
fication, and whether there had been an infringement. The 


report is everywhere redolent of the labours of the shorthand- 
writer. The examination and cross-examination of the witnesses 
is given with a fullness wholly unknown in the reports of common 
law cases, and the arguments of counsel upon this evidence 
resemble the addresses to the jury at a trial at Nisi Prius. The 
judgment of Sir GrorcE JEsseL is given at full length, includ- 
ing his comments upon the evidence, which are very like the 
summing up of an intelligent judge. The whole case, in which it is 
difficult to trace the investigation of any legal principle, covers 
more than fifty pages of the volume in which it is contained. 
Turning to the cases reported at the present day, there are mani- 
fest signs of condensation. In the case of Jones v. Lord Tankerville 
(1909, 2 Ch. 440) it is stated that Parker, J., read a judgment 
in which (after holding that there was no fiduciary relationship 
between the plaintiffs and the defendant) the learned judge pro- 
ceeded, at the close of the judgment, to assess the damages to be 
paid by the defendant to the plaintiffs. We cannot but think 
that the reporter in the days of Sir GEORGE JESSEL would bave 
set out the whole judgment verbatim. In these circumstances 
we are by no means dissatisfied with the ‘‘shrinkage” which is 
deplored by the writer of the Times article. 


Appeals as to Costs. 

Tue Court of Appeal have in Rotch v. Crosbie (ante, p. 30) 
adopted the rule laid down in Bew v. Bew (1899, 2 Ch. 467) as 
to the circumstances which will justify an appeal as to eosts. 
Section 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, provides that no order by 
consent, or as to costs only, which by law are left to the dis- 
cretion of the court, shall be subject to appeal, except by leave 
of the judge making the order. But to bar the appeal it is 
necessary that the judge should have exercised his discretion, or 
at any rate it must not be possible for the Court of Appeal to infer 
that be has not doneso. ‘the rule is, said LINDLEY, M.R., in Bew 
v. Bew (supra), that if the costs are in the discretion of the judge, 
the Court of Appeal will assume that the judge exercised his dis- 
cretion, unless it is satisfied that he has not exercised his discre- 
tion, but has applied some rule which in fact excluded his discre- 
tion. In that case it was held that the judge had not exercised 
his discretion, but had applied a rule which was not properly 
applicable. This excluded the assumption that he had exercised 
his discretion, and accordingly an appeal lay. In the present case 
of Rotch v. Crosbie it did not appear that the judge had applied 
any rule, and in his judgment he simply directed that all parties 
should bear their own costs,without giving any reason. It was said, 
however,that, in answer to a*question by counsel, he had intimated 
a reason which did not justify such an order. The Court of Appeal, 
however, held that this was no ground for assuming that the judicial 
discretion had not been exercised. Discretion must be based on 
reasons, and it may be said that a bad reason makes a bad 
exercise, or a non-exercise, of the discretion, and lets in an 
appeal; and this view is countenanced by the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in King v. Gillard (1905,2 Ch. 7). But it seems 
that in future it will be unsafe to rely on that case. A judge 
may exercise his discretion for a reason which will not hold 
water, but this will not be ground for an appeal. To give a 
chance of upsetting his judgment it must appear that he has 
not exercised his discretion, as where he has given a reason quite 
irrelevant—for instance, as suggested by the Master of the Rolls in 
the present case, where he has refused costs because a litigant 
is a Whig or a Tory—or where he has applied a rule, since a 
rule excludes discretion. 


Liability of Landlord of Flats to Strangers. 

THE PRACTICE of letting out houses in flats or separate tene- 
ments is responsible for the increasing number of cases in which 
the liability of the common landlord for accidents through some 
defect in the condition or management of the premises is brought 
under discussion. A new decision on the point has been given 
in Lewis v. Ronald (ante, p. 32), where a fishmonger’s boy, in 
taking fish to a flat, turned through an open door at the bottom 
of one flight of steps in the building and, proceeding incautiously 
in the dark, fell down another flight and was injured. How- 
ever much sympathy may be felt with the plaintiff under such 
circumstances, it is obvious that he has only himself to blame 
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for his misfortune. This is not the first case in which it has 
been pointed out that a person visiting a house is not entitled 
to go on in the dark, and to throw the responsibility for unseen 
dangers upon others. This aspect of the matter has been com- 
mented on in Wilkinson v. Fairrie (32 L. J. Ex. 73), in Indermaur 
vy. Dames (L. R. 2 C. P. 311) and in Huggett v. Miers (1908, 2 K. B. 
278), and it was enough to dismiss the plaintiff in the present 
case without relief. The county court judge non-suited him, and 
the Divisional Court (DARLING and BucKNILL, JJ.) held that 
this was right, though they gave leave to appeal. But different con- 
siderations arise when the danger is not apparent, and then there 
can be little doubt that the duty of guaranteeing the safety of 
persons coming upon the premises should be placed on tife land- 
lord. In Miller v. Handcock (1893, 2 Q. B. 177) a decison in this 
sense was given in regard to a common staircase. “I think,” 
said Lord EsHer, M.R., “that there is a relation between the 
landlord and those who resort to the premises for business 
purposes, from which a duty arises upon the part of the landlord 
to keep the staircise, which is the means of access to the premises, 
in reasonably safe repair.” This wholesome statement of the law 
is one that should prevail in all cases where visitors to the 
premises have not the means of judging for themselves as to 
their safety, though it may be questioned whether reliance can 
altogether be placed upon it: see Huggett v. Miers (supra). 

The Married Women’s Property Act, 1893. 

THE STATEMENT in Elphinstone’s Introduction to Conveyancing, 
at p. 376, as to the effect of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1893, on a will made by a married woman under a power 
exerc‘seable only during her husband’s lifetime, is misleading ; a 
correct statement of the law will be found at p. 324 of the 
work. We may add that, while the effect of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, on a will of this nature is correctly 
stated in 2 K. & E. 550, it would have been better if a reference 
had been made at that page to p. 956, where the effect of the 
Act of 1893 is stated. The old form of the ultimate trusts of a 
wife’s fortune in a settlement of personalty made before 1883 
eontained two provisions for the wife’s benefit, subject to the rights 
of the children, viz. : (1) a power of appointment by will over her 
fortune was given to her if she died in her husband’s lifetime ; 
and (2) there was an absolute trust of her fortune for her if she 
survived him. It will be observed that a will made under the 
power became inoperative if the wife survived the husband, 
owing to the express terms of the power ; and that, although the 
wife could, with the assent of her husband, make a will disposing 
of the interest that she took if she survived him, still, as that 
assent merely amounted to a release of his right to be her 
administrator, it became inoperative on the death of the husband 
in her lifetime : /Villock v. Noble (L. R. 7 H. L. 580). The Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, did not confer any rights on women 
married before 1883 over property acquired before that date, 
and, therefore, if the wife made a will during coverture purporting 
to dispose of the interest she took in default of appointment, it 
became inoperative on the husband’s death in the same manner 
as if the Act had not been passed. The Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1893, provides, section 3, that : 

“Section 24 of the Wills Act, 1837, shall apply to the will of a 
married woman made during coverture, whether she is or is not 
possessed of or entitled to any separate property at the time of 
making it, and such will shall not require to be re-executed or re- 
published after the death of her husband.” 

It has been decided that this section applies to wills made 
before the 5th of December, 1893, of women dying after the 4th 
of December, 1893 : te Wylie (1895, 2 Ch.116). The reader may 
ask, how can a will disposing of settled property under a power 
operate so as to dispose of property which by the death of the 
husband becomes no longer subject to the power, and which by 
his death and failure of children of the marriage becomes no 
longer settled ? The answer is that, where an intention is shewn 
in any legal instrument that property should pass, and for any 
reason it cannot pass in the manner stated in the instrument, 
it will pass in any other manner in which, consistently with the 
language of the instrument, it can pass ; so that where, as in the 
present case, the property cannot pass by an exercise of the 
power, it passes as a gift of the property itself. 








The Authority of Decisions. 

WE SAID, in a recent issue (ante, p. 2), that “ a judge of first 
instance is bound to exercise his own judgment on a point which 
has not yet been before a higher court, and his attitude to another 
judge’s decision should be one of deference, and not of sequence.” 
The rule with respect to decisions on appeal is different. The 
attitude of an appeal court towards a former decision of the same 
court, or the decision of another court of equal authority, should be, 
and is, one of sequence rather than mere deference. The Court of 
Appeal in England considers itself bound by its own decisions, and 
will not overrule decisions of a court of co-ordinate jurisdiction : see 
Pledge v. Carr (1895, 1 Ch. 51), The House of Lords also now 
considers itself bound by its own decisions, though formerly this 
was not so ; the latest case is London Street Tramways Co. v. London 
County Council (1898, A, C. 375). The Judicial Committee, on 
the other hand, has not laid down any such rule so strongly as 
has been done by the House of Lords, and this appears to have 
had the result of preventing any uniform rule being acted on in the 
courts of the oversea dominions with respect to reviewing their 
own decisions. Thus, in Western Australia the Supreme Court 
has held itself competent to review its own decision, founding on 
the language used by the Privy Council in /’ead yv. Bishop of 
Lincoln (1892, A, C., at p. 655), to the effect that the Judicial 
Committee are bound to consider the reasons upon which a previous 
decision of the Committee may rest, and to give effect to their 
own view of the law: see Le King of the West G. M. Co. (1 
W. A. R. 70). In the Supreme Court of Canada, however, it has 
recently been held that that court is bound by its own decision, 
and that a decision previously given is not ordinarily open to 
review: Stuart v. Bank of Montreal (41 Can. 8. C. R. 516). With 
respect to oversea courts and English decisions, the Judicial 
Committee have laid down the rule that the supreme courts 
out of the United Kingdom should follow the decisions of 
the Court of Appeal, on the ground that “it is of the utmost 
importance that in all parts of the Empire where English law 
prevails the interpretation of that law by the courts should be 
as nearly as possible the same”: Trimble v. Hill (5 A. C., at p. 
345). These various rules as to the binding etfect of prior 
decisions are all contained in case law. It has been thought 
advisable by at least one Legislature in the Empire—the Province 
of Ontario, in Canada—to legislate on the subject. In Ontario 
accordingly a statutory rule exists—section 81 of the Judicature 
Act (Revised Statutes of Ontario, 1897, Chap. 51)—and is as 
follows: “(L) The decision of a divisional court of the Court 
of Appeal un a question of law or practice shall, unless 
overruled or otherwise impugned by a higher court, be 
binding on the Court of Appeal and all divisional courts thereof, 
as well as on all other courts and judges, and shall not be 
departed from by subsequent cases without the concurrence of the 
judges who gave the decision, unless and until so overruled 
or impugned ; (2) it shall not be competent for the High Court 
or any judge thereof in any case arising before such court or 
judge to disregard or depart from a prior known decision of any 
court or judge of co-ordinate authority on any question of law or 
practice without the concurrence of the judges or judge who gave 


pthe decision ; but if a court or judge deem the decision previously 


given to be wrong and of sufficient importance to be considered 
in a higher court, such court or judge may refer the question to 
such higher court.” It will be noticed that the second part of 
this section lays down a statutory rule which differs from the 
rule, as to decisions of a judge of first instance, now followed in 
England. 


Bearing Weapons in France. 

THE LAW as to bearing weapons in France is, says a 
correspondent, having a strange application at Landrichamps, a 
small place in the department of Ardennes. The garde champétre 
has drawn up a proces verbal against the verger of the parish 
church for illegally bearing arms. There seems to be doubt as 
to whether the sword of the verger is included, or whether the 
proces verbal is directed against the halberd only. The verger (or 
suisse, to give him his title) carries these lethal weapons when on 
duty, especially when escorting the mayor to church. It seems 
that Landrichamps is not the only place where the law has been 
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set in operation. The Mayor of Noyers has called the attention 
of his garde champétre to the church suisse. His offence appears 
to be the infraction of an order prohibiting processions, and the 
procession in this instance is the suisse walking in uniform from 
his house to the church and from the church to his house, so in 
the eyes of the mayor, the swisse, “ solus,” is a procession. The 
underlying cause of the prosecution in this instance, the Temps 
says, can be seen from the words of the order said to have been 
infringed, which forbids ‘‘ toute personne revétue, en tout ou 
partie, d’un costume quelconque servant a l’exercice du culte,” 
especially if it be true, as alleged, that the verger was in the habit, 
between the services, of exchanging his doublet for a jacket in 
the vestry, but it appears that the gold lace of his trousers was 
exposed. One French paper inquires, if the swisses are to be 
prosecuted, why not Academicians who bear swords ; and further 
raises the point whether actors in historic scenes will be exempt, 
adding that in the instance of the Landrichamps suwisse his 
halberd is less dangerous than the points of many modern 
umbrellas. A prosecution in some respects similar has just 
collapsed in Yonne. The mayor of Vallery had issued an order 
forbidding the clergy from joining in funeral processions in his 
district. The Abbé BAIN defied the order, and for this he 
appeared before the juge de paix of the Canton of Chéroy, but 
the magistrate acquitted the priest on the ground that the 
liberty exercised by the abbé in regard to funerals was provided 
for by law, and consequently the mayor’s order, was ultra vires. 


Oratory at the English Bar. 


ComPLAINTS have recently been made of the decline of oratory | 
at the English bar, and we may admit that there appears | 
at present to be little prospect of a successor to such masters in | 
the art of public speaking as Sir ALEXANDER COCKBURN or | 
Sir JOHN (afterwards Lord) CoLEripGe. But similar complaints | 
have often been made. We have been referred to acurious tract, ! 
printed in 1659, and called “a character of England as it was lately 
presented ina letter toa nobleman of France.” “I was curious,” | 
says the writer, “before my return, and when I had conquered 
some difficulties of the language and customs, to visit their judi- 
catures, where, besides that few of their gown men are to be 
compared to those of the robe in our Palais de Justice for elocu- 
tion and the talent of well speaking, so neither do they at all 
exceed them in the forms and colours of their pleading, but 
supply the defects of the cause with flat, insipid and gross 
abusing of one another—a thing so trifling and unbecoming the 
gravity of courts, that I have admired at the temper of the 
judges and their remissness in reforming it.” A large proportion 
of the cases heard before judges or juries in the King’s Bench 
Division depend upon a minute examination of letters and docu- 
ments, which is wholly unsuited to the graces of the rbetorician. 
And, while it may be admitted that in the criminal courts and the 
divorce courts there are more opportunities for an eloquent 
discourse, we must remember that successful advocates like Sir 
H. B. POLAND and the late Mr. INDERWiCK do not appear to have 
suffered in any degree from the fact that they did not excel in 
the making of speeches. 


Appeals to the County Court from Valuations 
under the Finance Act. 

THE LEGISLATURE, ever since the passing of the County Courts 
Act, 1846, has gone on enlarging the powers of these useful tribunals, 
and a reference to clause 33 of the new Finance Bill shews that it 
is proposed to make a considerable addition to their jurisdiction. 
The Bill, as is well known, for the purposes of duties on land values, 
makes provision for the valuation of the “gross value” and the “ full 
site value” of land. This valuation is to be made by referees 
appointed by the commissioners entrusted with the execution of 
the Act, and any person aggrieved by the decision of the referee, 
where the total or site value as alleged by the commissioners of 
the property in respect of which the dispute arises does not 
exceed £500, may appeal to the court for the county or place in 
which the appellant resides on the property is situate. A further 
appeal from the decision of the county court may be brought to 
the Court of Appeal. It is not easy to predict how far this 
provision may add to the burthens of the inferior court. The 
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county court judge, in any question of valuation, would be 
disposed to rely on the evidence of experts, but the disagreement 
of these skilled witnesses is likely to make the inquiry a tedioas 
one, and it can only be hoped that the number of appeals will 
not be so large as to encroach seriously on the work of the 
courts, 








Liability of Trustees under Deeds 


of Assignment. 


It is well known that persons appointed to manage a business 
in the interest of creditors may be held personally responsible 
for new debts incurred in carrying on the business, but the 
liability is emphasized by the decision in Nicholls & Co. v. Knapman 
(Times, 9th inst.), in which Lord ALVERSTONE, C.J., has held 
that a trustee under a deed of assignment may be liable notwith- 
standing that the new creditor in fact looked for payment to 
the former owner of the business, who continued after the assign- 
ment to be the actual manager. 

Prior to the 22nd of January, 1908, one GRIFFITHS carried 
on business in various retail shops as a provision dealer under 
the name of GrirritrHs & Co. The plaintiffs in the present 
action, Messrs. G. B. Nicnwotts & Co., had at a period pre- 
vious to that date supplied GrirritHs & Co. with goods, but 
had ceased to do so on account of some trouble over payments. 
In January, 1908, they were not supplying GrirritHs & Co. 
and were not creditors. In that month the business was in 
difficulties, and negotiations with the creditors took place. 
Ultimately, on the 22nd, a deed of assignment was executed 
by GRIFFITHS whereby he assigned to the defendant KNAPMAN 
his several businesses, with the goodwill, stock-in-trade, book 
debts, and effects, upon trust to carry on the businesses, and, 


, after payment of expenses and the cost of new goods supplied, on 


trust for the creditors as specified in the deed. Six of the principal 
creditors assented to the deed. No ostensible change was made 
in the management, and GRIFFITHS continued to be the actual 
manager and to give orders for goods; but a new banking 
account was opened, into which all receipts were paid. GRIF- 
FITHS made out the necessary cheques for goods supplied, and 
submitted them with the bills to the trustee, and the trustee 
signed the cheques in the name of GrirritHs & Co. 

In July, 1908, GrirritHs resumed business relations with 
Messrs. G. B. Nicnotts & Co., and they supplied goods on 
his order to the value of £360. These were charged in their 
books to GrirrirHs & Co., as under the previous practice, and 
were paid by cheques signed, in the manner just stated, by the 
trustee in the name ot GrirrirHs & Co. The trustee sub- 
sequently denied that he had any knowledge that the plaintiffs 
were supplying goods until the accounts, with the cheques ready 
for signature, were presented to him at the end of July or begin- 
ning of August, and on this point the Lord Chief Justice accepted 
his evidence and assumed that GrirriTHs did not consult him 
before ordering goods of the plaintiffs. In the course of August 


Psome question was raised by the plaintiffs as to whether they 


should continue supplying goods to GriFriTHs, and then, for the 
first time, apparently, they were informed that he had assigned 
his business to the defendant, and they were put in communica- 
tion with the defendant’s accountant. They thereupon claimed 
that the defendant was liable personally to make good to them 
any part of their debt which they might not get out of tne 
estate. Under these circumstances the Lord Chief Justice 
found as a fact that the plaintiffs gave credit to GRIFFITHS & 
Co,, and not to the defendant, and if the matter had depended 
on to whom credit was given, the judgment would have been for 
the defendant. But there was the further question as to 
the position created by the assignment of the business, and this 
turned the scale against him. 

At first sight, it undoubtedly looks as though the creditor 
should, under such circumstances, be restricted to his remedy 
against the person to whom he has given credit, but this view 
does not allow for the position into which the defendant has 
been put as assignee of the business. Under the former practice 
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of inspectorship deeds the transfer of the business did not take 
place, and consequently the liability remained with the debtor, 
who continued to be at once the owner and the manager of the 
business. Thus in Redpath v. Wigg (L. R. 1 Ex. 335) a trader 
carrying on business in the name of C. T. Mare & Co,, 
ordered goods of the plaintiff, and before their delivery executed 
an inspectorship deed under which the defendants were inspec- 
tors. To an intimation from the plaintiff that the goods were 
ready for delivery, the defendants replied in the firm’s name 
requesting that the goods might be sent. The plaintiff sued 
them for the price, but it was held that they were not the 
principals and that they could not be held liable. Under the 
deed the debtor was to carry on the business for a limited 
time under the control of the inspectors, and they were to 
receive the proceeds, pay expenses, and out of the surplus pay 
dividends to creditors. But they had no share of the profits, 
and they could not take the management of the business out of 
the hands of the debtor. WILLEs, J., referred to the question 
whether the inspectors were to be considered as principal traders, 
and the debtor only a servant or agent of theirs, as quite novel, 
and one the decision of which in the affirmative might seriously 
interfere with arrangements under inspectorship deeds, since 
it would deter responsible persons from undertaking the office ; 
and, after stating the facts, he said that it could not be main- 
tained that the inspectors became the debtor’s masters or prin- 
cipals in the business, or liable for the debts incurred in the firm’s 
name ; and he added that the plaintiff could not justly complain 
of the result. The form of the order gave him notice that the 
firm were his customers, and it was to the firm, therefore, that he 
should look, though, of course, he was entitled to the benefit of 
the trust for payment of current expenses contained in the 
deed. 

Easterbrook v. Barker (L. R. 6 C, P. 1) was a case of the same kind 
as Le/path v. Wigg (supra), and was decided in accordance with 
it. Here there was a deed of assignment of the debtor’s property 
generally, but it did not expressly include his business, and as to 
this it was provided that he should carry it on or wind it up, and 
deposit all receipts in a bank, and should act according to the 
direction and under the superintendence of the trustees. The 
question was whether under this deed the business remained the 
business of the debtor, or had become the business of the trustees. 
If, said Breit, J., in delivering the judgment of WILLES and 
MONTAGUE Situ, JJ., and himself, it was still the business of 
the debtor, and was not the business of the trustees, no principle 
of law had been urged under which the trustees could be made 
liable for orders given by the debtor. Upon the construction of 
the deed it was held that the business had not passed to the 
trustees, and consequently they were not liable. Such liability 
could under the circumstances be based neither on ostensible 
authority, for the plaintiff gave credit to the debtor, nor upon 
any proprietary rights of the trustees in the business. 

The importance which proprietorship of a business has in 
determining liability is illustrated by K/munds v. Bushell (L. R. 
1 Q. B. 97), though the circumstances there were of a different 
nature. The owner of a business employed a manager who was 
to carry it on in his own—the manager’s—name. It was in the 
course of the business to draw and accept bills of exchange, but the 
owner stipulated that this should not be done by the manager. The 
manager, in breach of this stipulation, accepted a bill in his own 
name, and it was held that the owner of the business was liable 
on it to an indorsee who took it without knowledge either of the 





will be subject to the provisions of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
which makes the receiver the agent of the company. He will, 
therefore, neither be liable personally (Owen v. Cronk, 1895, 1 Q. B. 
265), nor will the debenture-holders or their trustees be liable 
(Gosling v. Gaskell, 1897, A. C. 575) ; though it will be otherwise if 
the debentures or the debenture trust deed do not make the re 
ceiver the agent of the company : Robinson Printing Co. (Limited) v. 
Chic (Limited) (1905, 1 Ch. 123). It might seem that the assign- 
ment of the business to the debenture-holders—where the security 
takes this form—should make them liable, on the principle of 
ownership stated above ; but they are only owners as mortgagees, 
and the beneficial proprietorship remains with the company. 
Where the appointment is by the court, then the court imposes 
personal liability on the receiver. It cannot accept liability 
itself, and there is no other person to make liable: Burt v. Bull 
(1895, 1 Q. B. 276). 

In the present case of Nicholls & Co. v. Knapman (supra) the 
Lord Chief Justice held that the trustee had incurred liability to 
the plaintiffs by reason of the assignment of the business contained 
in the creditors’ deed, notwithstanding that he was not known to 
the plaintiffs, and that credit was in fact given tothe debtor. The 
debtor had ceased to be owner of the business, and had become 
the trustee’s agent, and the creditors were entitled to have 
recourse to the principal when discovered. The case suggests 
that a trustee under an assignment should abstain from becom- 
ing owner of the business and should accept only the duty of 
oversight as under an inspectorship deed, and this is in accord- 
ance with the conception of the proper position of an assignee 
stated in Redpath v. Wigg (supra). To impose personal liability 
is to deter responsible persons from undertaking the office. 








Corporations Aggregate as Guardians 
of Infants. 


Tue guardian of the person of an infant is often, but of course 
by no means necessarily, a trustee or executor appointed 
by the infant’s parent. Frequently a parent will expressly 
appoint the same person trustee, executor, and guardian of the 
estate and person of his child. The duties of guardians are thus 
closely connected with the duties of trustees and executors. Now 
that corporations, both aggregate and sole, are in existence whose 
functions include the holding of trusteeships and executorships, 
it may become an important question whether the corporate 
trustee can also hold the office of guardian to an infant. The 
office of guardian of the estdte has some resemblance to that of a 
receiver, and in this case the personal element is of so much 
less importance than in the case of a guardian of the person that 
there would probably not be much difficulty in upholding the 
appointment of a corporation as guardian of the estate. A much 
more difficult question arises as to Appointing a corporation 
guardian of the person. 

First of all, there is the question whether “ person or persons,” 
in the Acts of 1660 (12 Car. 2, c. 24) and 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. 
c. 27, the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1885), include corporations 
at all. If a corporation aggregate is excluded, it does not 
necessarily follow that a corporation sole is also excluded. 

The two Acts of 1660 and 1886 have to be construed without 
the aid (whatever it may be worth) of section 19 of the Inter- 
pretation Act, 1889, by which “ person ” includes, in the absence 





owner, or of the manager, or of the business. Here there was the 
relation of principal and agent between the owner andthe manager, { 
and the manager was invested with apparent authority to enter 
into contracts incidental to the business. Such authority could 
not be limited by a secret restriction. It would, said MELLor, 
J., be very dangerous to hold that a person who allows an agent 
to act as principal in carrying on a business, and invests him 
with an apparent authority to enter into contracts incidental to 
it, could limit that authority by a secret reservation. 

The question of the liability of an agent for debts incurred in 
carrying on a business frequently arises when a receiver is 
appointed by debenture-holders under a power in their security 


of contrary intention, ‘any body of persons corporate or unin- 
corporate.” As laid down in the House of Lords in Pharmaceu- 
tical Society v. London and Provincial Supply Association (6 A. C., at 
p. 862): *. this word | person] is often used in statutes ina 
sense in which it cannot be intended to extend to a corporation.” 
By section 8 of the Act of 1660 a father may dispose of the 
custody and tuition of “his infant children” to any person or 
persons “in possession or remainder other than Popish recusants.” 
By section 3 of the Act of 1886, a mother may “appoint any 
person or persons to be guardian or guardians” of her infant 
children after the death of herself and the father. As to whether 
the “ person or persons ” in these enactments include corporations, 





or by the court. Usually the appointment of debenture-holders 


there appears to be not one shred of direct authority. On 
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principle and the reason of the thing, however, it would certainly 
seem that a corporation aggregate at all events should not be 
included. 

There appears to be only one reported case that has any 
bearing on the point, and, as far as it goes, it is against the cor- 
poration aggregate’s capacity to be guardian or guardians. In 
De Mazar v. Pybus (4 Ves. 644) Lord LoucHporouGH said: “I 
cannot appoint a partnership guardians.” The testator, by his 
will, made in India, had appointed “ the house of Messrs. Pybus, 
Call, & Grant, of New Bond-street, London, in England, my 
true and lawful executors to this my last will and testament as 
well as guardians to” his children “for their education.” No 
reason is given for the refusal of the court to recognize the 
validity of this appointment. Had the three persons named, 
“Messrs. Pybus, Call, & Grant,” been appointed without the 
prefix of ‘the house of,” the appointment could not have been 
other than perfectly good. Presumably the objection consisted 
in the possibility of the members of the partnership not being the 
three individuals known separately as Mr. Pypus, Mr. CALL, 
and Mr. GRANT. ‘The cise has now stood as authority for 110 
years, but on principle it hardly seems satisfactory. 

Assuming that the direct appointment of a corporation 
aggregate to be guardians of the person would not be valid, it is 
clear that the appointment of an officer of the corporation by | 
name would be good. Probably also the appointment of the 
“manager,” or “ managing director,” or “ chairman of directors,” 
without mentioning the individual’s name, would be good if there 
was no question as to the identity of the officer designated. 
Whether such an appointment would be sufficient to constitute 
the manager, «c., for the time being, and not merely the person 
who actually held the office at the date of the appointment being | 
made, seems very doubtful. It would, of course, be quite another 
thing if a testator himself in express terms appointed the 
manager, &c., for the time being as guardian, If such an 
appointment were valid, the practical result would hardly differ | 
from the appointment of the corporation, and a corporation 
aggregate could thus, in effect, be validly appointed. On the | 
question whether the holder of an office for the time being could | 
ralidly be appointed guardian of an infant’s person there appears 
to be no authority in English case law. Such a person, however, 
seems to be as sufficiently designated by the name of his office 
as by his own name, and an appointment of this kind has recently 
been held valid in New South Wales. In Pe Tyson (9 State 
Reports, 217) a testator by his will appointed as guardians of 
the persons of his infant children “the manager and chairman 
of the board of directors of the Perpetual Trustee Co. (Limited), 
and their successors from time to time.” This was held valid. 


Reviews. 
Parliamentary and Municipal Registration. 
RoGers oN Evections. Vou. I.: ReGcistRaATION, PARLIAMENTARY. 


MuNICIPAL, AND LocaL GOVERNMENT, INCLUDING THE PRACTICE 
IN REGISTRATION APPEALS. WitH APPENDICES OF STATUTES, 
ORDERS IN CouNCIL, AND Forms. SEVENTEENTH EpiTion, By 

Maurice Power, M.A., a Revising Barrister on the South 

Eastern Circuit. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Registration for Parliamentary purposes depends in the main on 
the Representation of the People Acts of 1832, 1867, and 1884, and 
the Registration Acts of 1843, 1868, 1878, and 1885, with the provisions 
for joint registration of parliamentary and local government electors 
contained in the County Electors Act, 1888, the Local Government 
Act, 1888, and the Registration Order, 1895. There are also earlier 
statutes under which some of the existing franchises are enjoyed, 
and numerous incidental statutes relating to revising barristers and 
other matters. All these constitute a difficult and complicated 
system of registration law, and the editor of the present volume not 
unnaturally suggests a Consolidation Act to define the different fran- 
chises which exist and to lay down a uniform system of registration. 
No doubt this would be extremely useful, but a stereotyping of the 
present state of voting and registration law is hardly to be expected, 
and any consolidation will have to be preceded by legislation which 
will raise contentious questions. For the present, at any rate, revising 
barristers and registration agents will have to make the best of the 
law in its existing state, and for this purpose a new edition of the 








| first volume of Rogers on Elections will prove very valuable. The 
| latter half of the volume is oceupied with statutes, orders and forms; 
| the first half contains a detailed statement of the law under the heads 
| of Voters for Counties, Voters for Boroughs, Incapacities to Elect, 
and Registration, and is preceded by an Introduction giving a short 
sketch of the existing franchises. Registration raises, as is well 
known, difficult questions as to the exact legal nature of various kinds 
of occupation, in particular as the distinction between a tenant and 
lodger ; and the decisions on this question down to the recent cases 
| of Kent v. Fittall (No.1) and (No. 3) (1906, 1 K. B. 60; 1909, 1 K. B. 
215) are very clearly and carefully stated. The present edition does 
not incorporate any substantial change in general law and practice. 
but it has been brought up to date by the inclusion of recent cases of 
registration, and the Appendix contains the relevant parts of the 
City of London (Union of Parishes) Act, 1907, which simplifies the 
registration of voters in the City. 





Companies. 


A ConcIsE AND PRACTICAL MANUAL To THE CoMPANIES AcT, 1908 
(ConsOLIDATION Act); FOR THE USE AND REFEEENCE OF 
SoLiciTors, SECRETARIES, SHAREHOLDERS, DIRECTORS, AND 
OtHers. By Leonarp Mossop, B.A., B.C.L. (Oxon.) Barrister- 
at-Law, and W. C. Watertow, Solicitor of the Supreme Court. 
FouRTEENTH Epition. Waterlow Bros, & Layton (Limited). 





This work contains introductory notes on the various matters 
incident to the formation, management, and winding up of com- 
panies—including a consideration of the points specially affecting 


| private companies, and a detailed account of the procedure on 


raising money by mortgage or charge—and the text of the Consoli- 
dation Act of 1908, with forms and rules, and the Rules of the Stock 
Exchange with reference to official quotations. The notes contain 
references to the leading cases and are concisely and clearly written, 
and the text of the Act of 1908 gives in marginal notes references 
to the corresponding sections of the former statutes. The book is 
a useful guide to the existing law of companies. 





The Protection of Children. 


THE CHILDREN ACT, 1908: BEING THE THIRD EpItIon oF THE LAW 
RELATING TO CHILDREN, CONTAINING THE COMPLETE TEXT OF THE 
CHILDREN Act, 1908. AND OTHER STATUTES RELATING TO THE 
PROTECTION OF CHILDREN. With Notes AND Forms. By W. 
CLARKE Hatt, B.A., and Arnoxp H. F. Prey, B.A., Barristers 
at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Introduction to this book gives a useful sketch of the existing 
law relating to the protection of children. The idea of such a brangh 
of the law being necessary has only grown up in recent times, but it 
has been developed in numerous statutes of late years, and now finds 
expression in the Act of 1908. The present work gives the full text 
of that Act, with notes shewing the alterations in the law and the 
effect of the new provisions, and with further assistance in the way of 
cross-references. In some cases, as in reference to assaults on children, 
the notes contain a full discussion of the circumstances which con- 
stitute an offence under the Act, with a statement of the authori 
ties. The book also includes the text of the statutory provisions 
which are incorporated with the Children Act by Schedule [., and 
other statutes relating to children, such as the Guardianship of 
Infants Act, 1886. Under the latter is included a useful note on th 
custody of children, and on the procedure on applications in refer- 
ence to their custody. 





A Centenary Catalogue. 


Messrs. Stevens & Sons (Limited), of Chancery-lane, have issued a 
centenary edition 1810-1910 of their well known catalogue of Modern 
Law Works. In addition to the list of books, the work contains a 
complete Chronological List of all the English, Irish, and Scotch 
Reports, an Alphabetical Table of Abbreviations used in reference 
to Law Reports and Text Books, Legal Remembrance Table, and 
Regal and Successional Table from 1760, and a full Index of 
Subjects. 


Books of the Week. 


The English Reports, Vol. XCIX. : King’s Bench Division XXVIIL., 
containing Douglas, Vols. 1, 2, 3,4, Term Reports, Vol. 1. William 
Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law of Merchandise Marks and the Criminal Law of False 
Marking. with a Chapter on Warranty of Trade-Marks and a Collec- 
tion of Statutes, General Orders and Forms. By D. M. Kerty, 
M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. By F. G. UNDER- 
HAY, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
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Annotated Civil Code of Japan. By J. E. pg Becker, Solicitor. 
Introduction by Count Hayasut, late Japanese Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, and formerly Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
for Japan in London. Butterworth & Co. 

Industrial Diseases and Accidents. By W. J. Greer, 
D.P.H.I., Consulting Surgeon to Pontypool Hospital. 
Marshall, Hamilton, Kent, & Co, 

A Brief History of the Middle Temple. 
Librarian to the Hon. Society of the Middle Temple. 
& Co. 

Criminal Appeal Cases : Reports of Cases in the Court of C riminal 
Appe sal, ao 1 “: 1909. Edited by HERMAN COHEN, Barrister- 
at-Law. Vol. III., Part II. Stevens & Haynes. 


FRCS., 
Simpkin, 


By C. E. A. BEpwWELL, 
Butterworth 





Corr cepondnnne. 


New Government Departments—An Object 
Lesson. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 


Sir.—Now that the Government is proposing to establish new 
departments to be staffed by large bodies of officials, a useful pur- 
pose will, I think, be served if attention is directed to the case of a 
Government Department that continues to be carried on at a heavy 
expense although it has absolutely failed in its mission. I refer to 
the Land Registry Office. 

In 1897 an Act was passed to ascertain by actual experiment if 
the system of compulsory registration of title would, as its advocates 
asserted, simplify and cheapen the transfer of property. The 
system was to be put on trial in one county for three years. With 
the sanction of the London County Council, the County of London 
was eventually selected, and for the purpose of the experiment Par- 
liament in 1898 voted £265,000 to erect the Registry now standing 
in Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

In 1901 the trial period came to an end. Notwithstanding the 
many complaints that were then rife, the authorities not only declined 
to allow any inquiry into the working of the system, but sought in 
every way to extend the area of its operation. Fortunately the 
system could not be extended to any county without its consent, 
and in spite of the pressure brought.to bear, not one county could 
be induced to consent. 

In July, 1908, a Royal Commission was at length appointed to con- 
sider the working of the system. Numerous witnesses have been 
examined (unfortunately 7a camera), including counsel, solicitors, 
auctioneers, estate agents, and many persons representing banks, 
building societies and land societies. 


interests. These appeals have hitherto, unfortunately, not been 
listened to. 

With such an object lesson as I have described before them, are 
the taxpayers prepared to sanction the establishment of new depart- 
ments of far larger dimensions than the Registration Department ? 

It is for the public to realize that if the Government proposals are 
accepted, the taxpayers will be called upon to contribute to the main- 
tenance and extension of a bureaucracy which not only deprives 
them of their money but also of their freedom. 

J. S. RUBINSTEIN. 

5 and 6, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W. C., Nov. ¢ 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


BRISTOL GAS CO. vr. BRISTOL TRAMWAYS. No. 1. 


TRAMWAYS—PoweERs or BopIES OTHER THAN PROMOTERS AS TO WORKS 
IN SrreeT—Gas CompaNny—ExisT1Inc Marins—New SeErRvIce PIpPes 
INTERRUPTION OF TRAFFIC ON TRAMWAY—‘S ALTERING’’ GAs PIPE 
ADDITIONAL EXpenses INcuRRED By GAs — LIABILITY OF 
TRAMWAY Company—Tramways Act, 1870, s. 32. 


Held, affirming the decision on a ae case of Phillimore, J. 
(reported 1909, 2 K. B. 297, 78 L. J. K. B. 772), that where mains and 
pipes have been laid by a gas company under a road, and a tramway 
is subsequently laid on the surface of that road, the additional expense 
of repair, alteration, renoual or removal of those mains and pipes 
caused to the gas company by reason of the existing tramway are, under 
section 32 of the Tramways Act, 1870, to be borne by the tramway 
company, even although the work done by the gas company does not 
cause an interruption of the traffic of the cars. But the additional 
expense caus sed thereby to the gas company in laying down @ new 
service pipe, and connecting it with the main land prior to the con- 
struction of the tramway, and also the additional expense caused in the 
repair, alteration, or removal of such service pipe, cannot be recovered 
from the tramway company except to the extent of the work amounting 
to ‘‘ alteration”’ of the main. 

Appeal by the Bristol Tramway Co. against a decision of Phillimore, 
J., affirming an award of an arbitrator (reported 1909, 2K. B. 297). The 
gas company alleged that by reason of the lines of the tramways com- 
pany having been laid over their mains, and by reason of the existence 
of the tramways, they had incurred additional expenses amounting to 
£115 18s., in obtaining access to their mains and in altering and con- 
necting service pipes with the mains, in excess of the expense which 
would have been incurred in making the alteration and connections if 
the tramways had not been laid over the mains. The work in question 
was classified as follows :—Class A. Laying down a new service pipe 
and connecting the same (for the first time since the construction of 
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Rens ~ July the commission published a circular intimating that 

ry little evidence had been tendered in favour of the system and 
inviting further evidence. The county councils were included in the 
bodies to whom the circular was sent. 

By the irony of fate Lord St. Aldwyn, who is Chairman of the 
Royal Commission, was present at a meeting of the Gloucester 
County Council held last week, when (as you stated last week) it 
was decided un: animously not to accept the invitation of the Com- 
mission to tender evidence. Lord St. Aldwyn mentioned that in 
response to the circular only one offer of evidence had been received, 
and he intimated that if no evidence was tendered the Commission 
would assume there was no desire for a compulsory order. In his 
own county the Chairman has received a definite expression of 
opinion against the system. 

The contention that prevailed in 1897, that the system would meet 
a public demand, is proved to be absolutely unfounded. It is more 
than ever recognized that the system is a terribly expensive and com- 
< ated one, and this knowledge is fatal to its extension. 

The heavy registration fees, amounting to some £50,000 per annum, 
exacted in connection with property transactions in London for the 
upkeep of the office, is undoubtedly one of the contributing causes 
of the shrinkage in the value of London _——— and in the 
diminution in the number of dealings. oll, Mr. Brickdale, who is 
now the Registrar, before he had any official connection with the 
Registry, clearly foresaw this result. Ina book written by him in 
1886, in opposition to the system, he contended that if adopted it 
would “tend to still further depreciate the selling value of a kind of 
property which is quite sufficiently unmarketable already.” 

Parliament at the time of passing the Act, in order to provide 
for the possible failure of the experiment, gave the Privy Council 
power to rescind at any moment any order applying compulsion. 
Appeals have from time to time been made to the Council to revoke 
the order applying compulsion to London so as to restore, in common 
justice to London owners, the freedom which every ow ner outside of | 
London possesses, to register or not as he deems best in his own 








the tri um wi vy) with a main laid before the construction of the tramway : 
£63 19s. 8d. Class B. Repairing, altering, or removing a service pipe 
laid < oti the tramway was constructed, ‘the main having been laid 
before the construction of the tramway : £14 1s. 8d. Class C. Repair 
ing, altering, or removing a service pipe, or a main laid before the 
tramway was constructed : £37°16s. 8d. The tramway company refused 
to pay any part of the sum claimed, and the matter was referred to 
arbitration under the provisions of the Tramways Act, 1870. By 
section 32 of that Act it is provided that ‘‘ Nothing in this Act shall 
take away or abridge any power to open or break up any road along 
or across which any tramway is laid, or any other power vested in any 
local authority or road authority for any of-the purposes for which such 
authority is respectively constituted or in any company, body, or person 
for the purpose of laying down, repairing, altering or removing any 
pipe for the supply of gas or water, or any tubes, wires, or apparatus 
for telegraphic or other purposes, but in ‘the exercise of such power 
every such local authority, etc. .. . shall, before they commence any 
work whereby the traffic of the tramway will be interrupted, give to 
the tramways company notice of their intention to commence such 
work.” By sub-section 5 it was provided that ‘‘ Any company, body, 
or person shall not execute such work so far as it immediately affects 
the tramway except under the superintendence of the promoters . 
and that they shall execute such work at their own expense . . . pro 
vided that any additional expense imposed upon them by reason of the 
existence of the tramway in any road or place where any such main 
pipes, etc., shall have been laid before i, construction of such tram- 
way shall be borne by the promoters.’’ The case stated that in one 
instance during the execution of the work, where there was a double 
line, the cars of one line were diverted to the other line and the up 
and down cars were both carried over the same line for a whole day, 
such diversion being made at the request of the gas company for the 
purpose of enabling ‘them to re pair a fractured main, which was causing 
a serious escape of gas. In other instances, the cars had to be either 
slowed down or brought to a standstill for a sufficient time to 
enable the workmen of the gas company to get out of the trenches under 
or ne . the tram lines, when they were at work on the gas pipes. Philli- 
more, J., held—First, that whether or not the expression ‘‘ such work ” 
in the early part of Clause 5 meant work such as was mentioned in 
Clause 2—that is, work whereby the traffic on the tramway would be 
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interrupted—the obligation of the promoters under the proviso was not 
confined to cases where the work done by a gas company or other body in- 
volved interruption of the traffic onthe tramway; secondly, that the ex- 
penses for which the promoters were liable under the proviso did not, in 
the case of a gas company, include expenses of laying a new service pipe 
(where none had existed previously) for supplying gas from a main laid 
before the construction of the tramway, nor expenses of subsequently 
repairing or altering such new service pipe, but did include the expense 
of connecting the new service pipe with the existing main since the 
making of such connection was an “ altering’’ of the main within the 
section ; and, thirdly, that traffic was interrupted within the meaning of 
Clause 2 if the tram-cars were obliged to slow down or come to a stand 

still to allow the workmen to get out of the trenches where the work 
was in progress, though there was no discontinuance of the traffic. The 
learned judge therefore affirmed the award in favour of the gas com- 
pany for £59 3s. 2d. The tramways company appealed, contending, in 
the first place, that the section of the Act did not apply (1) to work 
which caused no interruption to traffic; (2) that, in fact, there were no 
interruptions ; and (3) that the fixing of a new service pipe to an old 
main was not an alteration. 

Buckiey, L.J., in giving judgment, said that in his opinion, the 
appeal failed because he thought it was established that there had been 
clear ‘‘ interruption’’ of the tramway within the meaning of the Act. 
Not only did he think the fact that the trams had to be diverted on to 
one line constituted an interruption, but he also thought that the fact 
the trams had to slow down or stop for men to get out of the trenches 
also amounted to an interruption. His lordship further thought that 
proper notice was given to the tramways company of the work, and he 
agreed that the attaching of a new pipe to an old main was an altera- 
tion. In these circumstances the question as to whether the section 
applied to work which caused no “interruption ’’ did not arise, but his 
lordship thought that that question should have been answered in the 
negative. 

KENNEDY, L.J., and Swinren Eapy, J., gave judgment to the same 
effect. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Balfour Browne, K.C., Simon, 
K.C., and Murphy, for the appellants; Sir A. Cripps, K.C., Weatherley, 
and Bethune, for the respondents. Soricrtors, Stanley, Wasbrough, 
Doggett, & Baker, Bristol; Meredith, Mills, & Clark, for Sibly, Bristol. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re NASH. COOK v. FREDERICK. No. 2. 2nd Nov. 


SETTLEMENT—REAL PROPERTY—APPOINTMENT—VALIDITY—REMOTENESS 
LIMITATION TO THE UNBORN CHILD OF AN UnNBorRN Cuinp—EQvuITABLE 
INTERESTS. 

The rule that after an estate has been limited to an unborn person 
for life a remainder cannot be limited to the child of such unborn 
person, applies to equitable estates in land «g well as to legal remainders 


The case raised the 


” 


This was an appeal from a decision of Eve, J. 
question whether the rule against ‘‘a possibility on a possibility 
applied to equitable estates as well as to legal remainders. The rule 
prevents an estate being given to an unborn person for life followed 
by a remainder to a child of such unborn person. That was laid down 
by Whitby v. Mitchell (44 Ch. D. 85), but in that case the remainders 
were legal and not equitable. It appeared that under his marriage 
settlement, dated the 24th of January, 1833, A. J. Nash had power to 
appoint certain freehold property to children, grandchildren, or other 
more remote issue of the marriage, such issue to be born before the 
appointment. By his will dated the 9th of November, 1887, the 
settlor, A. J. Nash, who died in April, 1888, appointed the property 
as to one moiety upon trust for his daughter, Mrs. Frederick, during 
her life, and after her decease upon trust for her children, Sir Charles 
Frederick and Mrs. Sebright, in equal shares absolutely, and as to the 
other moiety upon tyust for his other daughter, Mrs. Garnham, during 
her life,and after her decease upon trust for her daughter, Mrs. 
Gellicorse. The result of this appointment was, when read into the 
settlement, to bring the present case within the rule against a possibility 
on a possibility, provided that rule applied to equitable estates. It was 
contended on the one hand that the rule, being founded on questions 
of tenure and seisin, ought not to apply to equitable estates, and on 
the other hand that the rule being intended to prevent the tying up of 
land was just as applicable to equitable as to legal limitations. Eve, J., 
was of opinion that the judgment in Monypeny v. Dering (2 D. M. 
& G. 145) left him no alternative but to hold that the rule applied 
to equitable interests. Accordingly he declared that the appointment 
did not operate as a valid exercise of the power of appointment 
reserved to the testator by the settlement so far as regarded the 
limitation in remainder. The children of Mrs. Frederick appealed. 

THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FLercHer Movtton and 
FaRweELL, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Farwe.., L..J., delivered the judgment of the court : The question 
on this appeal is whether the rule of law that forbids the limitation of 
land to an unborn child for life with remainder to his unborn child 
applies to equitable estates. It has been settled by Whithy v. Mitchell 
that the rule is antecedent to and independent of the modern rule 
against perpetuities in respect of legal estate in land, and the question 
for us is whether the fact that the estates are equitable makes any 
difference. Our courts have from the earliest times set their face 
against the suspense or abeyance of the inheritance, and have from 
time to time laid down various rules to prevent perpetuity; one of 
those is, the rule that a preceding estate of freehold is indispensably 
necessary to support a contingent remainder: Co. Litt. 342b, Butler’s 








note. Another was the rule laid down in 1669 in Purefoy v. Rogers 
(2 Wm. Saund. 768, 781, 789), that no limitation shall be construed 
as an executory or shifting use which can by possibility take effect by 
way of remainder, and another (and probably the oldest) was the rule 
in question forbidding the raising of successive estates by purchase 
to unborn children, i.e., to the unborn child of an unborn child. The 
most modern rule arising out of the development of executory limita 
tions and shifting uses is what is now usually called the rule against 
perpetuities, viz., that all estates and interests must vest indefeasibly 
within a life or lives in being and twenty-one years after. But this 
is an addition to, not a substitution for, the former rules, e.g., apart 
from recent legislation (40 & 41 Vict. c. 33) a contingent remainder 
failed for want of a particular estate whether the remainder was to 
take effect within a life or lives in being and twenty-one years after o1 
not; and the rule of Purefoy v. Rogers was equally unaffected by any 
such consideration. It is argued that sufficient protection against per 
petuity is given by the modern rule, and that equity does not always 
follow the law, e.g., in the very case of the destructibility of 
remainders. But this is a question of real property law, and there- 
fore of authority in order not to disturb titles, and, in our opinion, the 
point of this appeal has been decided by authority binding on us, viz., 
Monypeny v. Dering. The limitations in that case were equitable. 
The report in 7 Hare shows that the first limitation was unto and to 
the use of the trustees; and at p. 169 of 2 D. M. & G. Lord St. 
Leonards expressly states that the legal fee was given to the trustees. 
The point (relevant to the present case) that was therein decided was 
that the limitations to the unborn son of Phillip Monypeny with 
remainder to his unborn son were void. [His lordship discussed 
Monypeny v. Dering, and continued :] Further, at this time it had 
never been decided, and, as | have shewn, was not even suggested by 
the Lord Chancellor or counsel, that the modern rule against perpetui 
ties extended to contingent remainders in equitable estates. This was 
so decided for the first time in Abbiss v. Burney (17 Ch. D. 211). lf 
Monypeny v. Dering was decided on that ground, it is strange that 
it was not cited in that case, especially as the judge who decided it in 
the court below was Vice-Chancellor Matins, who had_ been 


counsel in Monypeny v. Dering. It is said as against this 
that Whithy v. Mitchell might have been easily decided 
without all the argument expended on it on the authority of 


Monypeny v. Dering; but that was a case of legal limitations, and it 
was probably thought desirable to take the line of least resistance, viz., 
the clear decision on legal estates at law without entering upon cases in 
equity at all. We are of opinion that the rule against limiting land 
to an unborn child for life with remainder to his unborn child applies 
to equitable as well as to legal estates. We think that the rule should 
be so expressed, and that the phrase ‘“‘ possibility upon a possibility ”’ 
should not be used ; it was due to Lord Coke’s love of scholastic logic 

it never was a general rule (see Blanford v. Blanford, 3 Buls 98, 108, 
and Lampet’s case, 10 Rep. 46b, 50b), although it was no doubt given 
by Lord Coke as a reason for the real and intelligible rule that estates 
cannot be limited to an unborn child for life with remainder to his 
unborn child, but the rule is well established, whatever its reason 
may have been, and the fact that Lord Coke gave a reason for it three 
centuries ago that now seems fantastic or unintelligible to us cannot 
affect the validity of the rule itself. We think Eve, J., was quite right, 
and this appeal should be dismissed.—CounseL, P. O. Lonwrence, K.C., 
and Beaumont; Jessel, K.C., and Wurtzburg; JT. T. Methold. 
Souicrtors, Tyler & Co.; Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co.; Budd, Brodie, & 


Hart. 
, [Reported by J. I. Strrtine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


ECKERSLEY ». WIGAN COAL AND IRON CO. Eve, J. 4th Nov. 


MineraLs—Mintnc LeaseE—CoOveNANT TO WorRK AND GET COAL 
WoRKING BECOMING UNPROFITABLE—ABSOLUTE COVENANT TO WORK 
DAMAGES. 

By a mining lease certain seams of coal were demised to the 
defendants subje ct to the payment of certain royalties. The lessees 
rovenanted that they would immediately, or as soon as might be after 
the demise, proceed to open, get, and work the coal thereby demised 
without delay. Only part of the coal was worked by the defendants 
during the term. 

Heid, that the de fe ndants had broken the covenant and were liable 
in damages to the lessor. 

This was an action for a declaration that the defendants were bound 
to open, get and work without delay certain mines or seams of coal 
demised to them by the lease, and that no limitation of the defendants’ 
obligation to work the same ought to be implied, and for damages for 
breach of the covenant. By a lease of the 6th of May, 1887, the 
plaintiff demised to the defendants for twenty-one years from the 1st 
of May, 1887, some sixteen mines or seams of coal, subject to the 
payment of certain royalties, and the lessees covenanted that they 
would immediately, or as soon as might be after the demise, proceed to 
open, get and work the several mines or seams of coal thereby demised 
and from time to time and at all times during the term thereby granted, 
subject to the proviso thereinafter contained, fairly and orderly and 
in a regular and workmanlike manner and according to the custom 
and usual method of working mines of the same description, work the 
mines with effect and without any voluntary intermission or delay and 
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in accordance with the most approved mode of working such mines ; 
and the said lease contained a proviso that the lease should continue 
in force after the termination of the said term for the purpose of 
recovering damages for any breach of the said covenant. The 
defendants only opened and worked two of the seams of coal during 
the term, and did not open or work any of the other seams. The 
plaintiff claimed royalties on the ungotten coal. He argued that the 
covenant was an absolute one and that the defendants were there- 
fore bound to work all the seams of coal during the term, and he 
relied on Charlesworth v. Watson (1906, A.C. 14). The defendants 
contended that the covenant must be construed with reference to the 
state of things existing during the term and that under the circum- 
stances they were not bound to work so much of the coal as was left 
ungotten by them. 

Eve, J., after stating the facts, said: It has been rightly contended 
that the first part of the covenant is a separate covenant by itself, a 
covenant to immediately open and work the mines, and that the rest 
of the covenant only refers to the method of working. The plaintiff 
says that the first part of the covenant is plain and unambiguous, it 
is a covenant to open and work the mines as soon as may be after the 
demise, and so construed the covenant has clearly been broken. The 
defendants say that that is not the true construction of the covenant, 
that the covenant to work ‘‘ as soon as may be ”’ must be construed with 
reference to the state of things existing during the term, and so con- 
strued they say they were not bound to work all the coal, and that 
the time never arrived at which the obligation to work the coal arose. 
Further, they say that the state of things existing during the term 
was not anticipated by the parties at the time they entered into the 
contract. If that argument were pushed to its fullest extent it would 
come to this, that the covenant was altogether useless and gratuitous. 
I cannot take that view. I cannot believe that the parties entered 
into the covenant without intending that the coal should be worked, 
and therefore I cannot accede to the defendants’ argument. Under 
those circumstances [ must hold that the defendants were bound to 
open and work all the seams of coal as soon as might be after the 
demise except where that was impossible. There had been, therefore, 
a breach of covenant by the defendants, and the plaintiff was 
entitled to damages, as to which there would be an inquiry in chambers. 
The defendants must pay the cost of the action down to judgment and 
reserve costs of the inquiry as to damages.—CounseL, P. O. Lawrence, 
K.C., and #. B. Lawrence; C. A. Russell, K.C., MacSwinney and 
Lloyd Greame. Soxricrrors, Patersons, Snow ad Co., for Wright & 
Appleton, Wigan; Rawle, Johnstone & Co., for Peace & Ellis, Wigan. 


[Reported by 8S. E. Wuitviams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


3 


Re HOLLOWAY’S TRUSTS. GREENWELL ». RYAN. 
Swinfen Eady, J. 6th Nov. 

ConstRUCTION—‘‘ FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES.’,—WoMEN GOVERNORS. 

The fundamental principles laid down and made unalterable by a 
deed-poll of the founder, declaring the trusts for the government of 
the Royal Holloway College, held, on the true construction of the deed, 
to be confined to the principles to be found under the heading ‘‘ Nature 
and Principles of the College,” and not to extend to a provision that 
‘at no time shall a woman be appointed a governor or honorary 
governor.”’ , 


This was an originating summons, taken out in the matter of the 
trusts of certain indentures, as defined by a deed-poll dated the 11th 
day of October, 1883, and executed by the late Thomas Holloway, the 
founder of the Royal Holloway College, for the decision of the question 
whether, upon the true construction of the deed-poll, a majority of 
three-fourths of the governors have power to alter clause 48 of the 
rules and regulations laid down in the deed-poll, so as to permit of 
women being elected as governors of the college. Clause 48 provides 
(inter alia) that at no time shall a woman be appointed a governor or 
honorary governor of the college; clause 50 permits a three-fourths 
majority of the whole number of the governors, after the death of the 
founder, and after the lapse of twenty years from the date of the 
deed-poll, to alter all or any of the rules and regulations in the said 
deed contained as to the said college and the management thereof, but 
so as not to alter the fundamental principles laid down therein. The 
question to be determined was, therefore, whether the provision in 
clause 48 was fundamental, and unalterable, or not. 

SwinFen Eapy, J., in giving judgment, said : The question in this 
case is entirely one of construction, and the whole of the instrument 
must be considered. The founder has laid down rules and regulations, 
and has declared that they may be altered in the specified - manner, 
but that the fundamental principles laid down by him shall not be 
altered. It is the fundamental principles laid down in the deed which 
are not to be altered, therefore the whole of the deed must be looked 
at to find those fundamental principles. After the witnessing part, 
there come fifty clauses, divided into groups, under separate headings. 
The first heading is Nature and Principles of the College,” then 
“Property and Government of the College,’’ ‘‘ Other Powers of the 
Governors,’ and so forth. In my judgment the fundamental principles 
to which the founder refers are to be found under the heading ‘‘ Nature 
and Principles of the College,’’ and may be summarized as follows : 
(1) The college is to provide the best education for women of the 
middle and upper classes; (2) it is to be mainly self-supporting ; and 
(5) entirely unsectarian; (4) all the resident teachers are to be women ; 





and (5) the students are to lead a collegiate life. The founder has not 
said in actual terms what principles are to be fundamental, but he 
has referred to ‘‘ fundamental principles,” and in my opinion the 
principles referred to are those I have mentioned. His lordship then 
examined the subsequent provisions of the deed, and, after stating 
that the answer to the point, which had been raised, that, as the 
governor himself in his lifetime could not have appointed a woman a 
governor, it was strange that he should allow others to do so, was 
that the power to so alter the regulations as to permit of this being 
done did not arise until after the death of the founder and twenty 
years from the date of the deed-poll, declared that it is now competent 
to the governors so to alter the rules and regulations, in the pre- 
scribed manner, as to enable a woman to be a governor or honorary 
governor.—CounseL, for the summons, J. 2. Spence ; for the governors 
in favour of alteration, Austen-Cartmell; for those opposed to altera- 
tion, 2. J. Neville. Soxicrrors, for all parties, Greenwell & Co. 
[Reported by Percy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CROTCH v. ARNOLD. Swinfen Eady, J. 5th Nov. 
CoryRIGHT IN T1TLE—INFRINGEMENT—INJUNCTION. 

An injunction will not be granted to restrain the sale of a book on the 
ground that it bears the same title as a book written by the plaintiff. 

Dicks v. Yates (18 Ch. D., p. 76) followed. 

In this case the plaintiff, who is the author of a book, entitled ‘‘ The 
Cottage Homes of England,’’ moved for an injunction to restrain the 
defendants, who are the publishers of a book bearing the same title, 
from selling or advertising for sale any book with the said title or any 
similar title, and from infringing the plaintiff’s copyright in his said 
book and title. In addition to infringement of his copyright, the 
plaintiff set up that the title of the book published by the defendant was 
calculated to lead the public to believe that it was the plaintiff’s book. 
The plaintiff, in support of his claim to the copyright in the title of his 
book, relied on Welldon v. Dicks (10 Ch. D., p. 247) and Kelly v. Byles 
(13 Ch. D., p. 682), and sought to distinguish Dicks v. Yates (18 Ch. D., 
p. 76). 

Swinren Eapy, J., in his judgment, after describing the nature and 
history of the plaintiff's book, continued : The plaintiff says—and he 
supports his statement by evidence—that his book has provided material 
for many political speeches, and has been quoted and used as a political 
handbook on rural housing, and otherwise. The price of the book has 
varied in different editions from 1s. to 3s. 6d. I have only dealt with 
the history and nature of the plaintiff's book in order to show that it is 
of a character absolutely and entirely different from the book published 
by the defendant. The latter is published in two editions, at £1 1s. 
and £2 2s. respectively. It is beautifully illustrated, containing sixty- 
two coloured plates, and it deals with cottages in England trom a 
pictorial and descriptive standpoint. It is addressed to an altogether 
different class of readers, and looking at the two works there is no 
possibility of taking one for the other. It is clear that at the time when 
the book was published neither the publisher nor any member of his staff 
had heard of the plaintiff’s work, and the coincidence of title was purely 
accidental. It is said that the plaintiff’s copyright has been infringed 
because the title of the defendant’s book is the same as that of the 
plaintiff’s; but on that point the law must be treated as settled, and 
settled many years ago, in Dicks v. Yates. This case has always been 
treated by text-book writers, and others, as settling the law. I think 
therefore, that the plaintiff is not entitled to succeed. There will 
be no order, except that thé costs of the motion are reserved. 
CounsrL, for the plaintiff, J. F. Carr; for the defendant, Sheldon 
Soxicitors, Villeard; Buchanan & Co. 

[Reported by Percy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law.] 


° ee 9 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
CHAPMAN v. RAWLINGS. Div. Court. 18th Oct. 
City or LonpoN—REpPAIRING Moror OMNiBUS IN STREET—OBSTRUCTION 
Ciry Ponice Act, 1839 (2 & 3 Vicr. c. 94), s. 35, suB-secTION 1. 

Where, within the Metropolis, a vehicle breaks down in the street, but 
it is found that it is not necessary to do the requisite repairs on the spot 
where the breakdown occurs, it 1s an annoyance within the meaning of 


the section to do such repairs either at the place of the accident or in 
an adjoining road, street or other public place. 





This was a case stated by an alderman of the City of London sitting 
at the Guildhall. The appellant was summoned on the 25th of May, 
1909, by the respondent, a police-constable, for that the appellant. 
in a certain thoroughfare, to wit, Walbrook, in the City of London, 
did unlawfully, to the annoyance of passengers, repair a certain carriage 
contrary to the statute. By section 35 (1) of the City Police Act, 
1839, it is an offence, punishable with a fine of not more than 40s., for 
any person, in any thoroughfare or other public place, “to the 
annoyance of the inhabitants or passengers ; to clean, make 
or repair any part of any cart or carriage, except in cases of accident 
where repair on the spot is necessary.’’ It appeared that at about 
10.30 a.m. on the morning of the 20th of May, 1909, a motor omnibus 
broke down in Queen Victoria-street at the junction of that street with 
Walbrook. The motor omnibus was unable to proceed by means of its 
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own mechanism, but was pushed out of the traffic into the thorough- 
fare known as Walbrook, a side street comparatively free from 
vehicular traffic, at about 12.45 p.m. A mechanical fitter in the employ 
of the London General Omnibus Co. (Limited), to whom the motor 
omnibus belonged, arrived upon the scene and repaired the damaged 
mechanism in about twenty-five minutes, whereupon the motor omnibus 
was able to proceed upon its way. Evidence was given to the effect 
that annoyance and inconvenience had been suffered owing to the 
motor omnibus having been repaired in the way described. It was 
admitted that the breakdown was due to an accident, and it was proved 
that the repair of the motor omnibus in the thoroughfare was neces 
sary to permit of its proceeding under its own mechanism. It was 
contended by the respondent before the alderman that the repair of 
the motor omnibus in the thoroughfare was not necessary within the 
meaning of the statute, because it might have been towed by another 
motor vehicle to a motor depot. In any event it was unnecessary that 
it should be left in Walbrook for over two hours in the busiest part 
of the day. It was argued for the appellant that some restriction 
must be placed upon the word ‘“ necessary,’ inasmuch as under no 
conceivable conditions could it be necessary, in the absolute meaning 
of the word, to repair any vehicle on the highway where such repair 
was necessitated by an accident, since means could always be devised 
to remove such vehicle from the highway previous to its being 
repaired. The alderman held that the motor omnibus might have been 
removed by other means than its own mechanism, and its repair upon 
the thoroughfare was not necessary within the meaning of the statute. 
He convicted the appellant, imposing a fine of 5s. and 2s. costs. On 
appeal against the conviction the question raised was as to whether 
there was evidence upon which the appellant could be legally convicted 
under the provisions of the statute 

Lord Atverstong, C..J., in giving judgment, said that it would have 
been more satisfactory if the person summoned had been the person 
who gave the necessary orders to the appellant. The court, however, 
had to deal with the case as it was. The alderman found that the 
repair on the thoroughfare was not necessary, and technically that 
showed that an offence had been committed, because the accident did 
not occur at the place where the motor omnibus was eventually 
repaired. It was necessary to assume that the removal of the motor 
omnibus from Queen Victoria-street was urgent in order to prevent that 
crowded thoroughfare from being blocked. If the necessary repair 
did not need to be done at the spot where the vehicle broke down, there 
was no right to occupy a street by repairing it. Therefore, when the 
appellant arrived and saw, or ought to have seen, that the motor 
omnibus could be removed, he ought not to have attempted to repair 
it in the street. It was not merely a technical matter, for there had 
been an obstruction in fact. On the findings of the alderman an offence 
had been committed, and the appeal would therefore be dismissed. 

Daruinc and Bucknitt, JJ., concurred.—Counset, Simon, K.C., 
and H. (. Holden, for the appellant; 7?. D. Muir for the respondent. 
Sonicrrors, Joynson- Hicks, Hunt, Moore d& Cardew: The City 
Solicitor. ? 

[Reported by GERALD Dopson, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Solicitors’ Cases, 


Re W. T. MASSEY AND OTHERS, Solicitors. Joyce, J. 
Zist, 28th, 29th, and 30th Oct. ; Ist and 2nd Nov. 


SoLic1ToR AND CLIENT—BiLL or Costs—TAXATION AFTER PAYMENT 
SPECIAL CrrRcUMSTANCES — ‘‘ DISBURSEMENTS ’’ (CHARGED BEFORE 
HAVING BEEN DiscHarGEp—Sovicirors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73). 
s. 41—R. S. C. LXV. 27, sus-ruLE 294 or 1909 
On the 12th of October, 1907. solicitors delivered to their clients hills 

of costs which included items charged as ‘‘ dishursements’”’ for counsel's 

fees and a printer’s bill. These had not been paid at the time of the 
delivery of the bills, but were discharged before payment on the 22nd 
of June, 1908, of the balance of the bills of costs. On the 16th of 

December the clients issued a summons to tax 
Held, that the charge by itself for ** dishursements ”’? which had not 

been paid at the date of the delivery of, the bills was not, upon the 

facts of the case, a special circumstance justifying an order for taxation 
after payment of the bills. 
Sadd v. Griffin (1908, 2 K. B. 510) discussed. 


On the 12th of October, 1907, the respondents delivered to the 
applicants, the Sirdar Rubber Co. (Limited), among other bills of costs, 
six bills for an aggregate amount of £835 6s. 4d. These bills included 
two classes of charges for ‘‘ disbursements ’’ which had not in fact 
then been paid by the respondents, namely, £244 for counsel’s fees 
and £120 for a printer’s bill. On the 15th of October, 1907, at an 
interview between the parties, a reduction was suggested, and the 
question of counsel reducing their fees was discussed. On the 17th of 
October, 1907, the respondents reduced their charges to £710, stating 
that counsel would reduce their fees by £52. On the 28th of October 
the respondents paid the printer’s bill. On the 5th of November, 1907, 
the applicants’ managing director wrote that in about six months’ time 
a cheque would be sent for the amended account, for which he was 
very much obliged. The applicants pressed for payment on the basis 
of their ‘‘ disbursements ”’ at least being provided from time to time. 
On the 13th of December, 1907, the applicants sent two promissory 








notes, each for £355 2s. 11d., the one at three months and the other 
at four months after date. The respondents had great difficulty in 
obtaining payment of these notes, and on the 6th of May, 1908, they 
instituted proceedings for £712 on a cheque which had been given in 
lieu of the first note and dishonoured and on the second note. The 
cheque was honoured on the 21st of May, 1908. On the 12th of June 
the respondents paid the counsel’s fees, on the 22nd of June the 
applicants paid the balance due on the bills of costs. The applicants’ 
case was, in addition to certain allegations which were not held 
to have been proved, that they had been deceived into making other 
payments for disbursements which had not taken place at the date 
of the delivery of the bills, and they relied on Sadd v. Griffin (1908, 
2 K. B. 510). Reference was made to the new rule of 1909, R. 8S. C. 
ord. 65, r. 27, sub-rule 29a. The respondents contended that the 
applicants knew that the counsels’ fees had not been paid. It was 
not denied that the applicants were not aware the printer’s bill had not 
been paid on the 12th of October, 1907. 

Joyce, J.—This is an application by summons dated the 16th of 
December, 1908, to tax thirteen bills, of which it turns out that one 
small bill has not been paid—as to that one there is no question, it 
is admitted that the applicants are entitled to have it taxed if they 
please, and six of the thirteen were paid more than twelve months 
before the application. As to the remaining bills, six were delivered 
on the 12th of October, 1907, and the balance in respect of these six 
bills was discharged on the 22nd of June, 1908. There is no explana 
tion of the delay between the 22nd of June, 1908, and the 16th of 
December of the same year. Now, after payment, taxation is not a 
matter of course, but the 41st section of the statute of 6 & 7 Vict 
c. 73 provides that ‘‘ the payment of any such bill as aforesaid shall 
in no case preclude the court or judge to whom application shall be 
made from referring such bill for taxation if the special circumstances 
f the case shall, in the opinion of such court or judge, appear to 
require the same upon such terms and conditions and subject to such 
directions as to such court or judge shall seem right, provided the 
application for such reference be made within twelve calendar months 
ifter payment.”’ After that time there is no power to tax. The 
onus clearly is upon the applicant to establsih the special circumstances 
to warrant the taxation, and the rule as to that has been laid down 
by Bowen, L.J., in Re Boycott (29 Ch. D. 571). He there says: 
‘ Special circumstances, I think, are those which appear to the judge 
so special and exceptional as to justify taxation. I think no court 
has the right to limit the discretion of another court, though it may 
lay down principles which are useful as a guide in the exercise of its 
own discretion. It seems to me to be the true view of the statute 
that there must be special circumstances making the payment differ 
from an ordinary payment, and that the judge thereupon has a discre 
tion as to whether they are sufficient to authorize taxation.’”’ In the 
evidence in support of the application various allegations were made 
that the bills contained exorbitant charges; that the money had been 
paid expressly to the solicitors for making various payments out of 
pocket, and had been misapplied ; that payment had been made under 
pressure ; that there was an arrangement or understanding or a reserva 
tion as to the right to tax notwithstanding the payment; further, that 
the applicants had been deceived and did not know that certain items 
entered in the bill as disbursements had not been discharged. As I 
have said, the bills were delivered on the 12th of October, 1907. On 
the 15th of October there was an interview between the solicitors and 
the managing director of the company and a discussion, with the result 
that the,solicitors agreed to take a certain amount off the bill, and that 
they were to see the counsel whose fees were charged in the bill and 
endeavour to induce them to forego part of those fees, having regard 
to the result of a particular litigation, namely, an appeal to the House 
of Lords. With reference to two particular disbursements, counsels’ 
fees and the printer’s bill had not been discharged when the bills 
were delivered. The printer’s bill was, in fact, discharged on the 28th 
of October, that is to say, the same month in which the solicitors’ bills 
had been delivered. On some later date in October the solicitors saw 
the client company and a reduction was agreed upon, and the result 
of the interviews with regard to the applications to counsel was 
announced. Upon that, it occurs to me that what then happened was, 
as Lord Lindley remarked in Re Cheeseman (1891, 2 Ch. 292), ‘* very 
like an arrangement ’’ that the bill should be taken at so much. I 
need not go through all the details of this, but in Mr. Henderson’s 
first affidavit of the 2nd of March, 1909, there is stated in detail what 
happened with respect to the payment. Speaking generally, first there 
is an agreement to accept promissory notes at three or four months 
dated the 14th of December, 1907. That was the way in which the 
bills were paid at first, if and so far as that was a payment. Then 
the clients ask for further time, and there was an agreement to give 
a month’s further time. The bills were dishonoured and a cheque 
was dishonoured. On the 6th of May, 1908, the solicitors commenced 
in action on one of the promissory notes and on the cheque. Still 
nothing is said about taxation. Then the bills were ultimately dis 
charged by a first payment of £355 made on the 21st of May, 1908; all 
the counsel’s fees were paid on the 1st of June, and the balance was 
paid by a cheque of the 22nd of June, 1908, which cheque was honoured, 
and there was an end of the payment, and nothing was said about 
taxation. I think after that the solicitors were entitled to consider 
that the whole matter was settled. Then at the latter end of May 
and the early part of June, 1908, came the decision in Sadd v. Griffin 
(1908, 2 K. B. 510). [His lordship read the headnote.] In conse- 


quence of the hardship that decision would cause a new rule was 
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made, which I need not trouble about, R. S. C. ord. 65, r. 27, sub-rule 
292. I have no doubt what happened is, that the case appearing in 
the newspapers and being reported, some of the applicants’ advisers 
ultimately discovered this decision, which, I beg to say in passing, did 
not alter the law in the least, though at first sight I think it would 
be a little startling to most people connected with the law. Then not 
until the 16th of December, 1908, was the summons before me issued, 
and it has been sought to be supported in the way I have mentioned, 
by the allegation of exorbitant charges, and so on. Now, in my 
opinion (I have said the onus is on the applicants), they have failed 
absolutely to prove anything about exorbitant charges; they have 
also failed to prove to my mind that any money was paid expressly 
for the purpose of certain disbursements and then misapplied. With 
regard to pressure, I think they have failed to prove that entirely 
and absolutely. There is no pressure in the sense of the ‘‘ pressure ”’ 
used in these cases. No doubt the solicitors asked for payment and 
wanted to be paid, and very naturally so, but there was no pressure ; 
there was nothing like the completion of a purchase or anything like 
that depending upon it, and the solicitor saying ‘‘ We shall not com 
plete unless you pay.’’ Then it is said there was an arrangement or 
understanding as to reserving a right to tax. Well, if that was so, 
I ought to say that the evidence is very conflicting and unreconcilable, 
but there has been no cross-examination on either side and the onus 
is on the applicants. If there had been an arrangement or understand 
ing, why did they not come to tax before the 16th of December, 1908? 
In my opinion I do not. think that there was an arrangement that the bills 
should be taxed, seeing how they were paid, though I am not certain, 
because there was no cross-examination. At all events, it has not been 
made out that there was an arrangement that the payment of th 
bills was subject to taxation. Then there remains the last thing, that 
the applicants’ managing director had been deceived, that he did not 
know that the disbursements had not been discharged. There again. 
there is a conflict of evidence. T do not think he did know specifically 
about the printer’s bill. but that was onlv part of the disbursements 
which were the printer’s bill and counsel’s fees. Now, here again J 
have to come to a conclusion upon conflicting evidence by affidavits 
without cross-examination. It is said that the discussion on the 15th of 
October, 1907, at the interview between the solicitors and the managing 
director was as to whether counsel could be induced to forego part of 
their fees. Now, there is not a word said as to whether counsel could 
be induced to return part of their fees, and I do not. believe for on: 
moment that that was the discussion. The discnssion was as_ fe 
whether counsel could be induced to reduce the sum for which ther 
asked or expected payment. T think, on the whole, the arrangement 
may have been forgotten, and looking at all the other part of the 
evidence, on the whole T think, if T must come to a conclusion, that 
the managing director did know at the time that the counsel’s fees had 
not been paid. Then the case seems to come to this. the snecial circum 
stance, if any, is the discovery of Sadd v. Griffin. T-am_ bound 
to say I do Mr. Hughes the credit of saving he hes not argued that 
He says the special circumstance is that the clients have been deceived 
about the payment of disbursements. Sadd v. Griffin did not alter 
the law, and there is authority upon whether or not actual payment 
of disbursements is a special circumstance, but T do not think it is very 
satisfactory. There are Re Wilton (13 L. J. QO. B. 17) and Pe Nelson 
(30 Ch. D. 1). Now, is it a sufficient special circumstance for me to 
order taxation that the applicants were not aware of the state of 
the law as exemplified in Sadd v. Griffin? They do not tell me when 
they discovered Sadd v. Griffin or when they first made up their minds 
to tax, but they discovered in some other taxation that a solicitor 
could not alter his bill after it was first delivered, and then it occurred 
to them that they might reopen these bills and have them taxed. Ought 
I, because of this, to allow taxation of these bills and to allow these 
bills to be reopened? Of course, it is not really reopening them. I 
think that no real injustice has been done. I think that the 
applicants, as far as I can see, have not paid a penny more than was 
justly payable by them. There is no question about the amount of 
the fees, or about the printer’s bill. and apparently the only object 
of my making this order would be that certain disbursements actually 
made for the proper amount would be disallowed because they were not 
actually discharged before the bill was delivered. They say, if the 
bill is taxed we will give credit for the sums actually paid, but the 
bills must go in for taxation with those sums standing. so that 
practically in any event the solicitors may nay the costs of the taxa- 
tion because they will be reduced by more than one-sixth. Of course. 
it is really to the credit of the applicants that they say that they will 
give credit for the sums, and I am bound to mention it in justice to 
them, but they are really using the circumstance of those disburse 
ments not being paid, and Sadd v. Griffin as a handle with which to 
get these bills taxed with a view, or it is very like it, of making the 
solicitors pay the cost of the taxation. Now, having come to the 
view I have on the facts of this case, ought I to consider that to be a 
special circumstance such as justifies or requires taxation? On con 
sideration, I do not think it would be fair to the solicitors to do that 
in the circumstances of this case. I do not feel myself bound to come 
to a decision that the circumstances are so special as to require that 
those bills be taxed. I dismiss this application except in regard to one 
bill—Counser, for the applicants, Hughes, K.C. and Lord Tiverton; 
for the respondents, Younger, K.C.. and Ward Coleridge. Soxicirors, 
Kenneth, Brown, & Co. ; Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, d&: Co. 


TReported by A. 8. Oprk, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
The Incorporated Leeds Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of this society :— 


Members.—Four new members and four subscribers to the law 
library have been elected during the year. The present number of 
members of the society is 157, and of library subscribers (under rules 
3 and 4) 10. The committee regret to have to record the loss the 
society has sustained during the past year through the deaths of three 
of its members—viz, Mr. W. E. Denham, Mr. W. H. Hewson, and Mr. 
E. Ward. 

Land T'ransfer.—The Royal Commission referred to in the last annual 
report has not yet finished its sittings. At the request of the Yorkshire 
Union of Law Societies, the following gentlemen, viz., Mr. T. P. Perks, 
barrister, Leeds, Mr. Gilbert Middleton, Leeds, Mr. A. H. Stamford, 
Bradford, and Mr. James Sykes, Huddersfield, have attended before 
the Commission and given evidence, on behalf of the profession, as to 
the difficulties that would arise if a system of compulsory registration 
were extended to the country at large, and particularly in the county of 
York, where the system of registration of deeds has been carried on for 
so many years to the complete satisfaction and protection of both 
property owners and the profession. It would appear from a circular 
emanating from the office of the Commission that there has been little 
(if any) evidence from the general public as to the want of, or desire 
for, the extension of compulsory registration. 

County Courts Bill, 1909.—In July last your president and Mr. 
Charles Scriven, representing the committee, attended a conference 
between the committee of the Law Society and delegates from the various 
provincial Law Societies with reference to this Bill, then before the 
House of Lords. Owing to the fact that clause 1 was struck out in com 
mittee of the House, on an amendment by Lord Halsbury, the Bill 
became moribund between the dates on which the conference was con 
vened and held, and accordingly no definite resolution was come to. 
The president of the Law Society stated that the County Courts Com 
mittee of the society had approved generally of the Bill. This state 
ment elicited very strong objection from Sir Albert Rollit, who asserted 
that the committee had been divided in opinion, objected to the Bill 
upon what he thought was a vital point—namely, its threatened inter 
ference with the retention by solicitors of the fullest rights of audience 
in the county courts; suggested that the aggregation of courts was 
lirected to the recovery of certain business lost to the bar, and definitely 
refused to discuss the merits of the Bill at all, as by reason of the above 
objections he would have none of it. Mr. Ellett thought there were 
valuable provisions in the Bill which ought not to be lost solely upon the 
vexed question of audience, which he considered might possibly be 
compromised, and whilst several delegates present shared this view and 
warmly supported, as did your president, the extended jurisdiction and 
the appearance of managing clerks in cases up to £10 only, speaker 
after speaker, including delegates from Hertfordshire, Liverpool, Man 
chester, Birmingham, Wolverhampton, Wakefield, Bolton and _ this 
society, in the main supported Sir Albert Rollit’s view, objecting to the 
restrictions as vital. The President of the Law Society announced that 
in addition to the provincial societies represented at the conference, 
Huddersfield and Cardiff shared the meeting’s view, whilst Stockport, 
Swansea, Hull, Nottingham and Bournemouth supported the Bill. 


United Law Society. 


Nov. 8.—Mr. R. C. Nesbitt moved: ‘‘ That this House records 
its disapproval of the principles of taxatior’ contained in the Budget.” 
Mr. A. H. Richardson opposed. The motion was carried by eleven 
votes to eight. 


The Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the secre 
tary’s office, 3, Gray’s-inn-place, on Thursday, the 4th inst., Mr. 
J. E. W. Rider in the chair. The other directors present were: 
Mr. S. J. Daw. Mr. R. J. Pead, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the 
secretary, Mr. E. E. Barron. A sum of £45 was voted for the relief 
of two widows of London solicitors, one new member was elected, and 
other general business was transacted. 


Sclicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this associa- 
tion was held at the Law Society, Chancery-lane, on the 10th inst. Mr. 
Walter Dowson in the chair, the other directors present being Messrs. 
W. C. Blandy (Reading), A. Davenport, Thos. Dixon (Chelmsford), 
Hamilton Fulton (Salisbury), Charles Goddard, W. H. Gray, C. 8. 
May, R. Pennington, J.P., W. A. Sharpe, R. 8S. Taylor, C. B. Thring 
(Bath), R. W. Tweedie, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £715 
was distributed in grants of relief, fourteen new members were 
admitted, and other general business was transacted. 
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Law Students’ Journal. 


Students’ Social U 
INAUGURAL MEETING 
The inaugural meeting of this union was held on Friday, the 5th of 
November. The chair was taken by Mr. W. H. WrintersorHam, the 
President of the Law Society, and with him were Mr. Edward Jenks, 
Principal of the Law Society's Teach Staff, and the members of 


Law nion. 





the Provisional Committee of the union. 

The CHarrMAN opened the proceedings by reading letters in support 
of the union movement from Mr. H. J. Johnson (vice-president of 
the Law Society), Mr J. S. Beale, Mr. W. Trower, Sir Edv 


l 
Fraser, Sir Homewood Crawford, Mr. A. Copson Peake, Mr. ] 
Pinsent, Mr. H. D. Bateson, and M1 t l] 
Council of the society), and othe 


He then called upon Mr. John F. Chadwick (joint hon. sec.) to 
propose ‘‘ That this meeting is in favour of co-operation with the 
Arundel Club, of 7, Arundel-street, Cove ry-street, W., on the terms 
settled by the Pro al Committe and placed before the meeting.’’ 





Mr. Cuapwick dealt shortly with the advantages to law students 
(especially those living in having a club in London 
where they could meet, and 


the country oO 


keep in touch with other members of 


their profession. He then pr weeded to deal with the scheme of co- 
operation with the Arundel Club—a scheme whereby any large capital 
outlay by the union would be avoided. The terms proposed were 
that London m¢ ‘luithe f the union should have full use of the Arundel 

Club premises with the sole liability of a subscription of £1 1s. per 
poco g and that country member hould have such use for periods 
less than three months (but more than fourteen days) for 10s. 6d. ; 


for longer periods at £1 1s. per annum; for less than fourteen days 


(if old members of the club) at 2s. 6d. per week. He closed by 

emphasising that members of the union would not be obliged to join 

the club, and by recommending the meeting to adopt the propos ils. 
Mr. H. L. Gitks seconded the motion, which, after some discussion, 


was carried unanimous}; 

The CHAIRMAN ther illed upon Mr. Atherton Powys (joint hon. 
sec.) to That this meeting hereby resolves itself into the 
‘Law Students’ Social Union.” at an nnual subscript) m of 2s. 6d. 
per head, and also empowers the Provisional C to administer 
such union for a further period of six months, and to draw up rules 
to be approved by the members of the union at the next general 
meeting, such rules to be provisionally binding.’’ 

Mr. Powys, after explaining the two accessory parts of the resolution 
relating to the Provisional Committee and to the drawing up of rules, 
stated that he would try to explain something of the spirit underlying 
the union movement. The Provisional Committee had met with a great 
obstacle in the lack of public spirit which characterized a great many 
law students. He said that the apathy of the average law student had to 
be experienced befor it could be believed [The union, he hoped, 
was going to make a great change It was going to awaken the 
apathetic, to create public spirit, to break down the walls of in 
difference, in short, to create an enthusiastic, united, and above all a 
public-spirited profession bonded together by the ties of good fellow 
ship. He admitted th there were many difficulties to overcome, but 
he thought that the watchword of Good-fellowship and 


propose 





ymmittee 





Keennes 


would, if observed, eventually lead to the realization of the union 
ideal. 
Mr. C. Srantey Krauss, in seconding, fully supported the union 


scheme, and called upon all interested in their callir to do likewise 
He hoped that the Law Society would one day see its way towards pro 
viding in its own premises better club accommodation for articled clerks. 

Mr. W. H. Wryterpotuam, before putting the resolution to the 
meeting, said that he wished to put on record his at rt of any 


movement that would tend to the promotion of good fel owship among 
law students. He was not sure that the present “are would be 
conducive to greater industry, but, after ll, law was not the only 
part of the perfect solicitor’s training Integrity was also necessary, 


and he thought that the Law Students’ Social Union, by encouraging 
friendship, would also encourage integrit He then put the resolu 


tion to the meeting. and it was carried unanimously 


Mr. G. Vv. Hirst then proposed, and Mr P (;ARTON s8¢ onde l, 
a vote of thanks to the chairmat 

This was put to the meeting by Mr. P vYS, nd « d by ieclama 
tion. The Chairman re ponded. 

A vote of thanks to the visitors’, with special mention of Mr. 
Edward Jenks, wh had done so much t promot the ince ption of 
the union, was proposed by Mr. H. M. Bownpen, mded by Mr 
G. A. Duncan, and carried unanimouslh) 

Mr. JENKS, in responding, said how happy he vw to be associated 


with the union movement 

The meeting adjourned at 7.25 p.m 

Further particular of the Law Students’ Social Union mav he 
obtained from either Mr. J. FF. Chadwicel of | Buckley road 
Brondesbury N.W., or from Mr Atherton \ ] 
road, East Sheen, Surrey, the joint honorary secretaries 


Law Students’ Societies. 


STUDENTS’ DEBATING Soctery Nov 9.—Chairman. Mr. 
Shrimpton. The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case 


Law 
G. E. 


of Jones v. 





| Coroner for the Newport District of the County of 


E. Halton & Co. (1909, 2 K. B. 444) was wrongly decided.”’ 
Mr. G. Tyser opened in ~ affirmative, Mr. R. T. Devies seconded 
in the affirmative ; Mr. ( 

Pleadwell seconded in +s nes 
Forbes and 


Thomas opened in the negative, Mr. W. M. 
gative. The following 
Meyer. The 


me ete rs continued 


the debate : Messrs. motion was lost by 


four votes. 








Legal News. 
Appointments 


The directors of the Great Western Railway Co. have appointed Mr. 
LAWRENCE B. Pace, assistant solicitor, to be Solicitor to the Company 
in succession to Mr. R. R. Nelson, who has retired. 


Mr. Frank Lynpon Cooper, of the firm of Messrs. 
& Cooper, solicitors, of Newport, Mon., has been apy 


Lyndon Moore 
inted Deputy 
Monmouth, in the 


place of Mr. Digby Powell, resigned. 
has received the honour of Knighthood. 


and was created a K.C. in 1902, and 


Mr. Freperick Low, K.C. 
He was called to the bar in 1890, 
is Recorder of Ipswich. 

Mr. Georce Hersert PoLiarp, 
received the honour of Knighthood. 
1893. 


barrister-at-law, M.D., M.P., has 
He was called te the bar in 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions 


Tuomas Atwin Davison and Epwin ArtHUR KNOWLES, solicitors 
(Davison & Knowles), Leeds. Nov. 1. The business will in future 


be carried on by the said Edwin Arthur Knowles. [(Gazette, Nov. 5. 


VERLEY Price, and JOHN 
Price, & Griffiths), Swan 
Gazette, Nov. 9. 


RAWLINGS, 
solicitors 


CHARLES 
(Rawlings, 


James Daprorp 
Henry GRIFFITHS, 
sea. Oct. 14. 


General. 


It is stated that Sir Edward Fry celebrated his eighty-second birth 
day on the 4th inst., and that on the same day Judge Bacon cel 
— the — first anniversary of his appointment as County 

ourt Judg He is in his seventy-seventh year. 


It is announced that the Council of 
elect an Examiner in Common Law. The council will be glad to 
receive forthwith at the offices of the council, 15, Old-square, Lincoln’s 
Inn, the gentlemen who are desirous of being appointed, 
together with any testimonials they may wish to submit to the council. 


How soon the report of the Lord Chancellor’s Cx 
King’s Bench Courts will be presented to the 
signed by the authorities to a well-filled pigeon-hole 
in the Daily Telegraph, there is no means of 
but there are various rumours afloat as to the doings of 
that b dy. Lord Loreburn, Sir John Macdonell, the Official Solicitor, 
and Mr. J. E. Bankes, K.C., are said to have offered their testimony, 
and Mr. English Harrison, K.C., the chairman of the Bar Council, 
is pointed to as the next witness. The Lord Chief Justice is believed 
to have made a strong case for the appointment of more 
the King’s Bench Division, and the Lord Chancellor is still regarded 
principal opponent of that reform. What has occurred to alter 
his views since the summer of 1907, when he invited the House of 
Lords to treat the King’s Bench Division as undermanned, is known 
only to himself. That he has in fact changed his opinion is clear 
enough, for if the King’s Bench Division needed another judge two 
when the hearing of criminal appeals had not begun, still 
more does it want an extra judge to-day. The coming into operation 
of the Criminal Ay peals Act has completely annulled the relief secured 
for a few months by the appointment of Mr. Justice Coleridge 


In responding, on behalf of the judges, to the toast of the ‘‘ Bench 
ind the Bar of England,’’ at the Mansion House dinner, Lord Justice 
Farwell made some very appropriate observations. He said he 
need hardly remark that the toast was in great measure attributable 
not so much to the personality of the present members of the bench 
as to the great men who had gone before them, and the toast received 
ucceptance because they stood for the laws of England, while the laws 
of England stood for gg of person and security of property 
They appealed to the pub lic at large, did their work in 


Legal Education will shortly 


names of any 


mmittee on the 
public or con 
Says a write 


ascertaiIning 


judges of 


as tne 


years ago, 


because they 


public under the fierce light that beat upon the bench. With all that 
before them, and also with the memory of the great men who had gone 
before, and whom they were bound to the best of their ability not to 


disgrace, they did the best they could. But to his mind the great 
secret was that they stood for freedom and for security, and they 
acted in public. It would be an ill day for England if any of that 
freedom or right of property was handed over to any body of men to 
be dealt. with in secret. without any appeal or any sibility to a 
court of law. He would not trust the whole bench of bishops or the 
whole bench of his learned brethren to act just as they thought fit in 
secret. They did their utmost to do equal justice to all men without 
fear or favour, and to carry on the traditions handed down to them by 
their forefathers, 


respon 
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Lord Loreburn, who recently gave evidence before the Com- 
mittee on the King’s Bench Courts, is, says a writer in the Globe, 
understood to be opposed to the oft repeated demand for additional 
judges, on the ground that a good deal of judicial time is wasted 
which might easily be devoted to the affairs of suitors. A Lord 
Chancellor is, of course, never without some ground for his opinion. 
Only seven judges sat in the Royal Courts of Justice on Saturday, 
two in the Court of Appeal, three in the King’s Bench Division, two 
in the Chancery Courts, and one in the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division. 





In addressing the Lord Mayor, on Tuesday last, at the Royal 
Courts, the Lord Chief Justice said: ‘‘I think there is one thing 
to which it is my duty to call attention. There is nothing which the 
Lord Mayor and the Corporation of this great city feel a keener in- 
terest in, or should feel a keener interest in, than the due administra- 
tion of justice. Ten years ago my distinguished predecessor, sitting 
in this place, called attention to the fact that the number of the 
Judges of the King’s Bench Division was insufficient for the proper 
discharge of their duties. Since that time additional duties have been 
properly imposed upon us by the Legislature, and since that time there 
has been an addition of one judge to our ranks. I desire to repre- 
sent to vou, and through you to the citizens of London, that in my 
distinct opinion and I make the statement knowing the responsibility 
which rests upon me—it is not possible with the existing number of 
judges of the King’s Bench Division properly to discharge their 
duties. We desire that the business of the Division should be dis 
charged with promptness and satisfaction. It is a fact that to-day, 
should any one desire to have his cause tried, there must be a delay 
of five or six months, and any appeal from a county court judgment 
cannot be heard without a delay of four or five months. I state the 
opinion of myself and my brother judges when I state that in order 
that the duties of the Division may be properly discharged there must 
be ten or eleven judges always in London. At the present time, try 
as we May, we cannot secure for an average single year more than six 
or seven. For poor litigants this delay very often means a denial of 
justice. It may be said by some that time might be saved by re- 
modelling our circuit system. It is possible that in North and South 
Wales a few hours might be saved, but Manchester, Liverpool, Cardiff, 
and Bristol are all making demands upon our time, and I tell you, 
and through you the public, that in the last completed year the judges 
on circuit sat 46 more days, not making allowance for the travelling 
or commission days. You will therefore find that no substantial 
assistance can be obtained by endeavouring to take a judge away from 
circuit.” 


The administering of a new form of oath to jurymen and witnesses 
at the Lancaster and Preston Quarter Sessions—and also in some sum 
mary jurisdiction courts in Lancashire—has, says a correspondent of 
the J'imes, raised a delicate legal question. The new oath for a wit 
ness is in the following terms. The clerk recites the formula: ‘‘ You 
swear by Almighty God that the evidence you give will be the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.’’ The witness, standing 
with unlifted hand, answers, ‘‘I do.’’ This is the form set forth in 
the Oaths Bill now before Parliament, the provisions of which have 
been anticipated. At the Lancaster and Preston Quarter Sessions the 
grand jury, petty jury, and witnesses were sworn in that way. The 
chairman at the Lancaster Quarter Sessions (Mr. E. B. Dawson, Con- 
stable of Lancaster Castle) addressed the grand jury on the point, assur- 
ing them that the Oaths Act came into force on the lst of October. At 
the Assizes last week Mr. Justice Ridley and Sir Herbert Stephen 
showed that Mr. Dawson and the clerk of the peace for Lancashire 
were wrong, for the Home Office had written stating that the Oaths 
Bill was before the House of Lords, and if it passed at all this 
Session, it would not come into force until lst of January. The 
mistake seems to have arisen because the clerk of the peace assumed 
that a copy of the Bill sent to him was a copy of an Act. In the 
Bill the date October 1, 1909, is certainly printed as the date when 
the measure should come into force, but in the House of Lords the 
date will be altered to January 1, 1910. The question arises whether 
prisoners convicted on evidence obtained under an unauthorized form of 
oath have been properly convicted, and whether such conviction, if 
appealed against, could be upheld. After discussing the provisions of 
the Oaths Acts, the correspondent says that none of these provisions 
seems to cover the unauthorized form of oath used at the Lancashire 
Quarter Sessions, and as to the validity of such form of oath a case 
which came before the Court for Crown Cases Reserved, in 1892, seems 
to offer some guidance. The prosecutor in a criminai case tried at 
quarter sessions was an Indian student. but not a Mahomedan. He 
was asked, ‘‘ Do you wish to be sworn on the Bible? ’’ and he replied, 
““No.”’ He also said ‘‘ No’’ when asked if he wished to be sworn 
on the Koran; but when asked if he wished to affirm he replied, 
““Yes,’’ and he was allowed to affirm in the form prescribed by the 
Oaths Act of 1888. The prisoner was convicted, but appealed to the 
Court for Crown Cases Reserved, and the conviction was quashed. 
The late Lord Brampton (Mr. Justice Hawkins) delivered the judg- 
ment of the court, saying: ‘‘ We all think the evidence, under the 
circumstances, was wrongly admitted. It was the duty of the chair- 
man of quarter sessions to ascertain the grounds of objection which 
the witnesses had to taking an oath, and the grounds on which they 


— and were prepared to make a solemn affirmation instead of an 
oath,’ 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF Reaistxars In ATTENDANCE ON 
















Emercexcy Appratu Court Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Rora. No. 2. Jovor. Swinrey Eapy. 
Monday ...Nov. 15 Mr Church Mr Synge Mr Bloxam Mr Goldschmidt 
Tuesday — Theed Charch Farmer Synge 
Wednesda ie Bloxam Theed Leach Church 
Thursday . .18 Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 
Friday ... Leach Farmer Beal Bloxam 
Saturday jorrer Leach Greswell Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. ‘W aRgINGTon. NEVILLE. PARKER. Eve. 
Monday ...Nov. 15 Mr Borrer Mr Theed Mr Leach Mr Greswell 
Tuesday ......-. 16 Beal Bloxam sorrer Goldschmidt 
Wednesday ...... 17 Greswell Farmer Beal Synge 
Thursda A . 18 Goldschmidt Leach Greswell Church 
Synge Borrer Goldschmidt Theed 
Church Beal Synge Bloxam 








PersonaL ATTENTION, THE Best Goops, AND MopeRATE PRICEs. 
DrpsTaLeE and Son, Tailors, 40, High Holborn (first floor). Opposite 
Chancery-lane. Next to the First Avenue Hotel. Established for over 


eighty years at 301, High Holborn, W.C.—[Apvr.] 








. . . 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limtrep in CHANCERY. 

BertisH CompineD Metats MANUFACTURING (Parent) Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, 
presented Nov 1, directed to be heari Nov 16. Smith & Hudson, Fenchurch st, 
solors for the petners. Notice of apcearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 15 

CumpBertayp Mines, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 16, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. E, Maidlow 
Davie, Threadneedle House, 28/31, Bishopsgate st Within, liquidator 

Dewxera Asnantt Minine Corporation, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 2, to send their n+mes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Newman Mayo Ogle, Worcester House, Walbrook, liquidator 

F. Eustace, Lip (1m Votuntasy Ligvi»ation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 14, to send their names and addresses, and the psrticulars of their debts or 
claims, to Walter George Hall, Union and Smiths Bank chmpre, Bilver st, Hull, 
liquidator 

Senmupean Steam Surpprne Co, Lrp (tw Ligurpation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Dec 18, to send their names and addresses, and parciculars of theic debts or 
claims, to Ernest Charles Price, 57, Moorgate st, liquidator 

Moriry Mains Cotiirry Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or bafore Dec 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to George Jack 
Cockburn, 22, North Grange rd, Headingley, Leeds, Scholefield & Co, Leeds, solors 
to the liquidator 

Orro Parent Brake Co, Lrp (tn Votuntany Liqutpation) —Creditors are required 
on or before Nov 20, tosend their names and addresses, aud tie particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Frank Leman, 1, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham, liquidator 

Prar.itr Street Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 4, directed to be heard 
before Swinfen Eady, J.,on Nov 16. Simmons & Simmons, Cheapside, solors for the 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not iater than 6 o'clock 
in the afterncon of Nov 16 

Sureepxook anv Disraicr Co-operative Society, Lrp (tn Votunrary Liat IDATION) 
—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 23, to send their names and addresses 
and particulars of their debts aud claims, to Bernard Barnett, Bentinck chmbrs, 
Marxet st, Manafield, | quidator 4 

Synpicate Lamp Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or befora Dec 3, to send in their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Tom Walton, 36. 
Spring gdns, Manchester, liquidator + uae 

Wiittum Cooxr & Co, Lrp—retn for winding up, presented Oct 19, directed to be 
heard Nov 18. Day & Jarvis, Nottingham, solors for the petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon ot Noy 17 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 9, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep In CHANCERY., 


Bewrnawe Devetopm xt Synpicate, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Novy 4 
directed to be heard Nov 23. Sole & Co, Aldermanbury, soiors for the peuners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Nov 22 

Browns, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 27, to send in their names and 
adaresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Eluringham 
Fowler st, South Shields, liquidator ™ 

Hotei ContiygentTat, Lro—vUreditors are required, on or before Dec 9, to send 
thcir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Coarles 
John Geoffrey Paimer, 32, Old Jewry. rarker & Co, St Michael’s Xectory, Cornhill 
solo:s for the liquidator : , 

Provincia Entertainments, Lrp— Creditors are required, on or before Dec 20, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Marshall, 35, Basinghall st, liquidator 

Spor Casn Axr Tarttors, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 6, directed to be 
heard Nov 18, Hannay & Uo, King st, South Shields, solors for the petner. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of Nov 17 

Turr Excuayece, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Aug 28, directed to be heard at 
Nottangham, Nov 18, \Cheeseman, Low pvmnt, Nottingham, solor to the petners 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of Nov 17 

W. C. Baines, Lrp (in Votunrary Lrquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Walter George Halil, Bank chmors, Silver st, Hull 


20, 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Futpay, Novy. 5. 


Merrayer Brick anp Tite Co, Lrp. 
Brraxpate Go.tr Cros Links ayy Buriprxe Co, Lr, 


Legeps Mercantice Cuvs, Lrp. 
’ 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


_ 54 


& WEEKLY REPORTER. Nov. 13, 1909 








*Kinaswett” Sreamsarr Co, Lrp, 
Mason’s Paper Mit Co, Lip, 
Ucxrizitp CatTLe anp Avotion Market, Lrp. 
Souium Evecrmioat Co, Lrp, 
Basset & Grvits, Lrp. (Reconstruction). 
H. W. Tare & Co, Lrp. 
Leoprotp, Lrp. 
Mavay Peninsuta (Jonorr) Rusper Concessions, Lp. 
Denxera-AsHantit MtninG Coxporation, Lrp. (Reconstruction), 
“Jenny Linp” Steampoat Co, Lrp. 
Asotvessy Sreamsurr Co, Lrp. 
Suner: Kevrr Synpricare, Lro. 
Weeraatta Mount MorGans Gotp Minr3 Co, Lrp. 
CcomMBertanp Mrngs, Lp. 
Grorer J. Hours & Co, Lrp. 
SaLtusreaDd Co, Lrp. 
Aerated Bakeries Co (Mancuester), Ltp. 
To.rpo Automatic Scate Co or Lonpus, Lp. 
J. W. Greenwoop, Lrp. 
Beviames, Lap, 
Lavegsnce E. Autzn & Co, Lrp. 
Neweort (Essxex) Gas Co, Lrp. 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov, 9. 


Catcoa Devetopment Syspicarr, Lro. 
W. Brapsnaw & Co, Leo. 

PartTiInGTton Pygumatic Ware. Co, Lip. 
Tampcer & Ranor, Lrv. 

J. E. Brapiey & Co, Lp. 

CaILeaw anp Boutviaw Mrinine Synpvrcate, Lrp. 
IsTERNATIONAL Aspraators, Lrp, 
Hawrasokn Srramsuir Co, Lr, 

Emit Fatepiery, Lrp. 

Avto Pxoto Co, Lrp. 

Frontenac Syxpicare, Ltp. 

T. Naytor & Co, Lip, 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Nov. 17, 24 and 25.—Messrs. Hopeson & Co., at 115, Chancery-lane, at 1: Books, 
Libraries, &c. (see advertisement, back page, Nov. 6). 

Nov. 18.—Mesare. H. E. Foster & Craanrrecp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Abwo- 
lute Reversions, Policies of Assurance, &c. see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Nov. 23.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Ricnarpson & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
hold Ground-rents (see advertisement, page xv, Oct. #0). 

Nov. 24.—Messrs. Dovetas Youna & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rent 
(see advertisement, hack page, this week) 

Nov. 29.— Messrs. Mivart & Co., atthe Mart, at 2: Leasehold Shop Premises, Family 
Residences, &c, (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Dec. 1.—Messrs. Reynoips & Eason, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Business Premises 
(see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Dec.'1.—Meesrs. Percy H. Cranxe & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 
(see advertisement, back page, this weok). 

Dec. 8.—Mesers. Tro.tors, at the Mart: Residence (see advertisement, page xv, 
Oct, 30). 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov 5. 
Apeanams, Atraep, Hall rd, St John’s Wood Dec3t Cohen & Dunn, Ely pl 
ALLEN, Joun Epwakp, Pall Mali Jan 1 Martineau & Reid, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 
Baker, Anna, Queensbury pl, South Kensington Decl Smith & 8on, Old Broad st 
BATEMAN, Isasecia, Eastbourne Dec 18 Carless, 8t Leonards on Sea 
Bonnett, Ricuarp, Doncaster Dec 1 Taylor & Capes, Doncaster 
Brapsuaw, Margaret, Liverpool Jan 2 Hart-Dyke, Duchy of Lancaster Office 
Buckwatt, Anita Teresa Victoria, Bolton gdns, South Kensington Dec 2 Wansey & 
Co, Moorgate st 
CriaRk, “Yom North Boulevard, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk Dec 16 Jackson & Son, 
u 
EsxHoime, Witt1am, Rotherham Yorks, Meter Maker Dec 20 Oxley & Coward,Rotherham 
Fe.ton, GeorGe, Eastbourne, Bath Chair Proprietor Nov 22 S8alaman & Co, London wall 
Fexn, Mary Ann, Hayward's Heath Dec4 Hewlett & Clarke, Brighton 
GaITSsKELL, James, Gosforth, Cumberland, Bank Manager Dec3 Butler & Son, Brough- 
ton in Furness 
GarpivEr, Davin Hornpow, Ille et Vilaine, France Dec1l Faithfull & Owen, Victoria st 
GILLETT, ALICE Mary. Mornington, State of Victoria Dec 23 Sladen & Wing, Delshay st 
Guapstong, GeorGe, Hove, Sussex Decl5 Sturt, Old Jewry 
Gorpoy, Major General Epowarp CuaaLes AcHEson, Titchfield, Hants Dec6 Emanuel 
& Simmonds, Finsbury circus 
Gou.p, Cuarues, Farnham Dec15 Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 
Greer, Rosgrt, Sydenham Dec14 Morrish, Gresham st 
Garaory, Frepericx, North Walsham, Norfolk, Grocer Nov 22 Wilkinson & Davies, 
North Walsham 
Gurery, Sipney Ecizapetu pe, Hove, Sussex Dec& Meade-King & Sons, Bristol 
Haprizip, Grorcr, Pendleton, Lancs, JP Wec 11 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 
HammonD, Mary Axy, Slough, Bucks Decl Barrett & Son, Slouch 
ase = Faeperick Joun, Weybridge, Licensed Victualler Dec 1 Gosling, Wey- 
ridge 
Hecxscusr, James, Fairfax 1d, Bedford Park Dec 6 Miidlelitch, Loudon wall 
we ann, Cleskett Holme, nr Brampton, Cumberland Dec 11 Errington, 
arlisle 
Hoimes, Joux, Marsden Moor, Staveley, Derby Dec 18 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 
HonexeRr, Josgern, Holloway rd, Pork Butcher Nov 25 Coopman, West Smithfield 
Huaues, Anwiz Maria, Birkenhead Dec10 Minshall & Co, Llangollen 
Laister, Henry Bramacy, Old Bond st, Decorator Dec10 Evans & Co, Theobald’s 
rd, Bedford row 
Leek, Ricnarp, King’s Heath, Worcester Dec7 Clarke & Co, Birmingham 


Matiett, Henry, North . Walsham, Norfolk Nov 22 Wilkinson & Davies, North 
Walsham 

Moss, GzorGe, Beulah hill, Upper Norwood Jan1 Martineau & Reid, Raymond bldgs, 
Gray’s inn : 


Puitiips, Joun Wit1iam, Sidcup Dec5 Pettiver & Pearkes, College hill 

Prosser, Susan Mary, St Andrews, Bristol Dec3 Evans, Bristol 

Roperts, Joun Sipxey Lionet, West Malling, Kent Dec 10 Rider & Co, New sq, 

incoln’s inn 

Satter, THos., St Lecnards on Sea, Sussex, Builder Dec 14 Carless, 8t Leonards on Sea 

Smith, Ann, Elgin av, Maida Vale Dec 4 Howse & Eve, Salters’ Hall ct, Cannon st 

Srerrox, Maria, St Albans Dec 15 Dixon & Hunt, Gray’s inn sq 

StgenyettT, Groner, Market Weighton, Yorks, Bricklayer Nov 29 Powell, Market 
Weighton 

Woorr, Erizaseru, Birmingham Dec 18 Lane & Co, Birmingham 





Ween, Cuuistopuer Henry, Bristol, Inland kevenue Officer Dic 20 Abbot &Co, Bris 








Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette,—F rivay, Nov. 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Apams, Freverick Tuvurstox, Ipswich, Compositor Ips- 
wich Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 

Avper, Henry, Hindley, Lance, Farmer Wigan Pet Nov 
1 Ord Novl 

Ayous, Rosert, New Shildon, Durham, Painter Durham 
Pet Noy2 Ord Nov 2 


Nov3 Ord Nov3 


Gibs, Joun Grorae, Kennet, Cambs, Architect Cambridge 


Greey, Groraz ArnvieLp, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant's 
Labourer Gt Grimsby Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 
Hatt, Grorae, Folkestone, Fishmonger Canterbury Pet 


Harker, Joszru, New Mill, nr Huddersfield, Waste 
Dealer Huddersfield Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 

Hareison, Cuastes Henry, Brierfield, Lancs, Printer 
Burnley Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Harvey, Jonx Water, Low Fell, Gateshead Newcastle | 
on Tyne Pet Oct 15 Ord Novl 


Vigor, A F, & Co, Grosvenor rd, Contractors High 

| Court Pet Octll Ord Nov4 

| Watygs, Jonny, Kingston upon Hull Kingston upon Hull 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Wetton, Frayx, Leicester, Commercial 
Leicester Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Wiwpup, Jesse, and James Wippvup, Brierfield, Lancs, 
Cotton Manufacturers Burnley Pet Nov 2 Ord 
Nov 2 

Woop, Grorar, Hawnby, nr Helmsley, Yorks, Farmer 
Northallerton Pet Nov1 Ord Novi 

Woop, Joux, and Hersert Epwarp Warts, Harrogate, 


Traveller 


Barnarp, Greorer, Lowestoft, 8mack Owner Great Yar- 
mouth Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 

Bett, Wartrer Witiiam, Derby, Licensed Victualler 
Derby Pet Nov’ Ord Nov3 

Bennett, Faank, Hand-worth, Coach Builder Birming- 
ham Pet Novi Ord Novl 

Bevan, Tuomas Gairvita, (wmdu, Cwmbwria, Fruiterer 
Swansea Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Bewcay, Wit.1amM Henry, Holmrook, Cumberland, Nur- 
seryman Whitehaven Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Bsxrnaine, Curistianx, Dane st, High Holborn High Court 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 2 

Buiewxinsop, Wittiam Austin, Ystrad Rhondda, Glam, 
Cycle Dealer Pontypridd Pet Nov3 Urd Nov3 

Brieas, Jonw Epwarp, Elland, Yorks, Licensed Victualler 
Halifax Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Bury, Gsoroe Reavy, Hexham, Northumberland, Painter 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Novi Ord Novl 

Cuark, Artuur, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet Nov 2 
Ord Nov 2 

Cuanke, Agtaur Epwarp, Widley rd,‘ Elgin av, Surgeon 
High Court Pet July7 Ord Nov2 

Cranks, Tuomas Wituiam, Buckingham gate, Turf Com- 
mission Agent High Court Pet Oct8 Ord Nov 2 

Couuis, Pumir, Derby Derby Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov3 

Corrow, CLaups Georar, The Eccentric Club, Shaftesbury 
av High Court Pet July 8 Ord Nov3 

Dition, Rosgert Heeman, Wellington Heath, nr Ledbury, 
Hereford, Market Gardener Hereford Pet Nov 2 
Ord Nov 2 

D’Oyrty, Eaity, Fishponde, Bristol, Timber 
Bristol Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 

Eccires, Rosert, Ashton in Makerfleld, Lancs, Grocer 
Wigan Pet Novi Ord Nov 1 

Everarp, Henry, Sibsey, nr Boston, Farmer Boston Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Farrman, Prummer Jonx, Osbournby, Lincs Boston Pet 


Nov3 Ord Nov? 
Garagop, Joan, Gt Yarmouth Fish Merchant Gt Yar- 


Merchant 


mouth Pet Noy2 Ord Noy32 





Hewsos, Everett Hesvey, Kingston upon Hull, Com- 


mercial Traveller Kirgston upon Hull Pet Uct 13 


Ord Nov 3 


Howe.t, Fraep Petnam, Evering rd, Stoke Newington | 


High Court Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov2 

Jouns, Grorez, Bargoed, Glam, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Novl Ord Novl 

Jones, ExizasetH Anne, Llandilo, Carmarthen, Hotel 
Keeper Carmarthen Pet Nov3 Pet Nov3 

Joxzss, Hexsy Bowey, brynmawr, Brecon, Builder 
Tredegar Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Lawrence, Fraycis Witiiam, Bucklebury, Berks, Fitter 
Newbury Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

McLaren, Tom Powg tt, Coleford, Glos, Outfitter New- 
port, Mon Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Morzis, Mary Janz, Tunstall, Shoe Repairer 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Oxrorp, Marx, Burton on Trent Burton on Trent Pet 
Oct 19 Ord Nov 2 


Hanley 


Parsons, Henry Francis Crane, Bedford, Solicitor Bed- | : ’ 
| Apams, Frepeaick Taurston, Ipswich, Compositor Nov 18 


ford Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov1 

Protox, Ricuarp, Abergwynfi, Glam, Road Labourer 
Neath Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Rixey, Nicuo.as, Small Heath, Birmingham, Coal Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Oct1é6 Ord Nov3 

Rosinsox, Ropert, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northumber 
land, General Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 1 
Ord Nov 1 

Ross, Myza Buron, Commercial rd, Tailor High Court 
Pet Oct 5 Ord Novi 

Srarkey, Taomas Hersert, Liverpool, Coal Merchant 
Liverpool Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Sreetina, Atreep Dawie., Ferryhill, Durham, Hair- 
dresser Durham Pet Novi Ord Novl 

Sutrox, Fasny, Folkestone, Boarding house Keeper, 


} Canterbury Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 
| Tanx, Geoncs Rosaat, Norwich, Coal Dealer Norwich | 
\ Pet Novl Ord Novi 
Usuze, Atrrep Musarave, Guiseley, Pharmacist Leeds 
Pet Nov2 Ord Noy2 





Shopfitters York Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 2 
Woops, Jouy, Evesham, Fruit Dealer Worcester Pet 
Novl Ord Nov1 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Aug 6: 
Bourn, Cuantes Henzy, Beccles, Hairdresser Great Yar- 
mouth Pet Aug 3 Ord Aug 3 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Oct 29 : 
Baviy, Georrrry Grorcz, HMS Centurion High Court 
Pet Sept 21 Ord Oct 26 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


| Lea, Henny, Hednet, Salop, Farmer Nantwich Rec Ord 


Sept16 Rese Oct 27 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswic 


Avpzr, Henry, Hindley, Lancs, Farmer Novi7 at3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 


| Anaus, Rosert, New Shildon, Durham, Painter Nov 17 at 


2.80 Off Ree, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Bagyarp, Georas, Lowestoft, Smack Owner 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Buzraina, Curist1aN, Dane st, High Holborn Nov 15 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Boptxy, Faank Rovanp, Minehead, Somerset, Baker Nov 
16 at 12.30 10, Hammet st, Taunton 

Booy, Joun Lezonarp, Chelienham, House Decorator 
Nov 13 at 3.15 County Court bidge, Cheltenham 

Bowman, James, Herriard, Hants, Wood Dealer Nov 15 
at 10.15 Messrs Godwin & Co, St Thomas st, Win- 
chester 

Baapigy, Faaxois Ernest, Stretford, or Manchester, 
Barrister at Law Nov 15 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 


Nov 13 at 
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Buaxey, Witi1am, Hunts Cross, Lancs, Builder Novy 16 at 
11 Off Rec, 35, Victoriajst, Liverpool 

Bury, George Reay, Hexham, Northumberland, Painter 
Nov 13 at 12 Cff Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Tyne 

Sonn, Anwiz Exizapetu, Milford Hayen, Pembroke, Fish 
Merchant Nov 19 at 12.30 Temperance Hall, Pem- 
broke Dock 

Crark, ArTuur, Bradford, Painter Nov 13at11 Off Rec, 
12, Duke st, Bradford 

Crarke, Artaur Epwarp, Widley rd, Elgin av, Surgeon 
Nov 16at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Crarke, THomas Witt1am, Buckingham gate, Turf Com- 
mission Agent Novl6at1 Bankruptcy pldgs, Carey 
st 

Coz, Witt1am, Bank Head Fence Houses, Durham, Con- 
fectioner Nov 17 at3 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunder- 
lan 

Corroxs, CLauor Georae, Eccentric Club, Shaftesbury av 
Nov 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Davipson, Jonyx, Longtown, Cumberland, Carter Nov 13 
at1l 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Docker, Grorce Witt1am, Kingston upon Hull Nov 13 


at 11.30 Off Rec, 8t Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

E,sruixeaton, Cuar.ies, Walton on Thames Novy 1 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Ecc.es, Kosert, Ashton, in Makerfield, Lancs, Grocer Noy 
lé6at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Goopman, Ernest, Coventry, Eelectrical Eagineer 
at3 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

Hapnrison, CHARLES Henry, Briertield, Lancs, Printer Nov 
13at 11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Hasvey, Jonn Wacker, Low Fell, Gateshead Nov 13 at 
11 Off Rec, 40, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

HaywarD, ArTuua James, Chatham, Corn Merchant Nov 
15at3 115, High st, Rochester 

Hoce, Jouw ALLaN, Darlington, Coachbuilder Nov 18 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles. 
brough 

Howett, Frev Petnamu, Evering rd, Stoke Newington 
Nov 15at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Howetts, Davip Jongs, Pontlottyn, Glam, Grocer Nov 
16at1z Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr 
Tydfil 

Hype, Epirn Emity Ferris, Queen st, Hammersmith, 
Corn Chandler Nov 16 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Jouxs, Georce, Pontlottyn, Glam, Grocer Nov 16 at 1 
Otf Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 

Keever, Joun Ernest Bexsamin, Staple, Kent, Market 
Gardener Nov 13 at 10.30 Uff Rev, 68a, Castle st, 
Canterbury 

Kino, Cuartes Benxsamtn, Tonbridge, Teacher of Music 
Nov 15 at 11 Bridge Hotel, Broadway, Tunbridge 
Wells. 


Nov 15 


Woop, Grorez, Hawnby, nr Helmsley, Yorks, Farmer 
Nov 18 at 11.45 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

Woop, Gzorer Hersert, and Frayx Txornroy, Birstall, 
Yorks, Dyers Nov 15 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Corporation st, Dewsbury 


Woops, Joux, Evesham, Worcester, Fruit Dealer Noy 19 

at 12 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Avams, Freperick Taurston, Ipswich, ompositor Ipswich 
Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 

Aver, Henry, Hindley, Lancs, Farmer Wigan Pet Nov 
1 Ord Nov 1 

Axous, Ropert, New Shildon, Co Durham, Painter 


Durham Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Barnarp, Grorce, Lowes‘oft, Smack Owner Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Beui, WAtrer Wittram, Derby, Licensed Victualler Derby 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Bennett, Frank, Handsworth, Staffs, Coachbuilder _Bir- 
mingham Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 

Bevan, Tuomas Grirritx, Cwmbwria, Swansea, Fruiterer 
Swansea Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Bewcay, WittiAm Henry, Holmrook, Cumberland, 
Nurseryman Whitehaven Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Buienxinsop, Wituiam Austin, Ystrad Rhondda, Glam, 
Cycle Dealer Pontypridd Pet Novy3 Ord Nov3 





Brapwe.i, Hersert AuGcustes, Conan st, West Kensing- | 
ton, Contractor for Amusement High Court Pet Aug | 


23 Ord Nov 2 

Briees, Joun Epwarp, Elland, Yorks, Licensed Victualler 
Halifax Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Bury, Gzorae Reay, Hexham, Northumberland, Painter 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Novi Ord Nov1 

Craassen, Cognecivs Leo Peter Ricuarp, Cottenham Park, 
Wimbledon, Director of a Public Company High Court 
Pet May 29 Ord Nov 2 

Cuiark, Artuur, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet Nov 2 
Ord Nov 2 

Coui.Is, —, Derby 


Derby'and Long Eaton Pet Nov 3 
Ord Nov 3 ° 


| Ditton, Rosert Herman, Wellington Heath, nr Ledbury, 


| Garrop, Jonny, Great Yarmouth, Fish Merchant 


| 
Lawrence, Francis Witi1Am, Bucklebury, Berks, Fitter | 


Nov 13at12 1, 8t Aldates, Oxford 

LonastaFF, Joun Cotton, and Exnest Corton Lonastarr, 
Cambridge, Debt Collectors Noy 16 at 12 
Cambridge 

Nixon, Samus EDwarp, Sparrows Green, Wadhurst, 
Sussex, Carpenter Nov 15 at 11.30 Bridge Hotel, 
Broadway, ‘lunbridge Wells . 

PLasxitt, AkTaur Horton, Great Grimsby Nov 13 at 11 
Off Rec, 8t Mary s chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

Rozinson, Ropert, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northumber- 
land, General Dealer Nov 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, #0, 
Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Ross, Myer Burcu, Commercial rd, Tailor Nov 15 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sa.t, Witu1am, Vale grove, Finsbury Park, Optician Nov 
16at12 14, Bedford row 

Suirn, Eenest, Pershore, Worcester, Cider Manufacturer 
Nov 15at12 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Surru, Fraeperick Ricuwarp, Carlton, Notts, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Nov 17 at 11 Off Kec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottiogham 

Tuomas, WitL1am, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Carter Nov 17 

_ &t3.30 Imperial Hotel, Colwyn Bay 

Usuer, ALrrep Muserave, Guiseley, Yorks, Pharmacist 
Nov l5at11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 


Guildhall, | 


Vicor, A F, & Co, Grosvenor rd, Contractors Nov 15 | 


at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Wattacg, Tuomas, Sunderland, Grocer Nov18at3 Off | 


Rec, Manor pl, Sundcrland 

Watson, Josera Rosert, Swansea, Metal Broker 
at 11 
Swansea 








Nov 13 | 
Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary's st, | 


Hereford, Market Gardener Hereford Pet Nov 2 
Ord Nov 2 

Eccies, Ropert, Ashton in Makerfield, Lancs, Grocer 
Wigan PetNov1 Ord Novi 

Everanp, Hewry, Sibsey, nr Boston, Farmer Boston 


Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Fareman, Plummer Joun, Osbournby, Lincs 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Great 
Yarmouth Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 

Giss, Joun Georce, Newmarket, Architect Cambridge 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Green, Groroe Aayririp, Great Grimsby, Fish Merchants’ 
Labourer Great Grimsby Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 

Hatt, Geoaoe, Folkestone, Fishmonger Canterbury Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 


Boston Pet | 





Harker, Joseru, New Mill, nr Huddersfield, Waste Dealer | 


Huddersfield Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Harrison, CHartes Henry, Brierfield, Lancs, Printer 
Burnley Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Hoaa, Jous Atuan, Darlington, Coachbuilder Stockton on 
Tees Pet Octil Ord Oct 30 

Howsti, Freep Pecuam, Evering rd, Stoke Newington 
High Court Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 

Jouns, Georce, Pontlottyn, Glam, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 


Jones, Exvizaspetao Anne, Liandilo, Carmarthen, Hotel 
Keeper Carmarthen Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 | 
Jones, Henry Bowes, Brynmawr, Brecon, Builder 


Tredegar Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 


Kine, Coasies Bensamin, Tonbridge, Teacher of Music 


Tunbridge Wells Pet Oct8 Ord Oct 30 


| 
Laweence, Francis Wituiam, Bucklebury, Berks, Fitter | 


Newbury Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
McDonavp, Witu14y, Birmingham, Painter Birmingham 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Novl 
McLaren, Tom Powsgtt, Coleford, Glos, 
Newport, Mon Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 
Marks, Harry Hyman, Bucklersbury, Property Dealer 
High Court PetSept14 Ord Nov 3 
Mores, Mary Janez, Tunstall, 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Parsons, Henry Farancis Crane, 
Bedford Pet Novl Ord Novi1 


Outfitter 


Shoe Repairer Hanley 


Bedford, Solicitor | 


Picrox, Ricnarp, Abergwynfi, Road Labourer Aberayon 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 

Rosinsoy, Rosert, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northumber- 
land, General Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 1 
Ord Nov 2 q 

Scuwarz, Henry Tuomas, Great Titchfield st High Court 
Pet July 12 Ord Uct 28 

Starkey, Taowas Hersert, Liverpool, Coal Merchant 
Liverpool Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Sreacixc, ALFred Dantrat, Ferrvhill, Durham, Hairdresser 
Durham Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 

Sutrox, Fanyy, Folkestone, Boarding House Keeper 
Canterbury Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Tanyn, Grorce Rosert, Norwich, Coal Dealer Norwich 
Pet Nov1 OrjJ Nov 1 

Usner, ALrrep Moscrave, Guiseley, Yorks, Pharmacist 
Leeds Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Warnes, Joan, Kingston upon Hull Kingston upon Hull 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Warts, Atsan Txomas, Pontypool, Hay Merchant New- 
port, Mon Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov3 

Werron. Frank, Leicester, Commercial Traveller Leicester 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Wippur, Jesse, and James Wippvr, Brierfield, Lancs, 


— Manufacturers Burnley Pet Nov 2 Ord 

ov 2 

Wixivyson, Jonx, Carnforth, Lancs, Publican High Court 
Pet Sept 14 Ord Nov1 


Woop, Grorex, Hawnby, nr Helmsley, Yorks, Farmer 
Northallerton Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 

Woop, Joay, and Hersert Epwaro Warts, Harrogate, 
Shopfitters York Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 3 

Woops, Jony, Evesham, Worcester, Fruit Dealer Wor- 
cester Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in 

the London Gazette of Aug 6: 


Butt, Cuaries Henry, Beccles, Suffolk, Hairdresser 
Great Yarmouth PetAug3 Ord Aug 3 


London Gazetie,—Turspay, Nov 9. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apptson, Joszrn, Eddisford Farm, Mitton, Yorks, Farmer 
Blackburn Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Bartuiz, Samugt Roiiranp Camp.ine, Lowestoft Great 
Yarmouth Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Buiack, Hans Henry, Sunderland, Baker Sunderland Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Buiackstog, Sipyey Heapert, Parliament st, Paving Con- 
tractor High Court Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Bowman, James, Herriard Hants, Wood Dealer Winches- 
ter Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Cou.ins,"Witi1aAmM ALExanvER, Westbury on Trym, Bristol, 
Plumber Bristol Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 

Coorer, Samugt Gairrix, Bartlebury, Worcester, Farmer 
Kidderminster Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Cow ine, Frank Jouy, Loughborough, Grocer’s Manager 
Leicester Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Dopps, Witt1am Dopps, Witton Park, Durham, Ware- 
houseman Durham Pet Nov6 Ord Nov6 

Dunkea_ey, James Freperic, Southport, Lancs, Outfitter 
Liverpool Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 

Dvuarant, Ernest Hessey, Bradford Bradford Pet Nov4 
Ord Nov 4 

Dusrayt, Grorce Sarissury. Little Dunham, Norfolk, 
Baker King's Lynn Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 


Evans, Davin, Clydach Vale, Glam, Confectioner Ponty- 
pridd PetNov5 Ord Nov5 
Fatrey, Hersert Avuoustus, Acris st, Wandsworth, 


Accountant Wandsworth Pet Oct13 Ord Nov4 

Forp, Craupe Eanest, Ossett, Yorks, Rag Merchant 
Dewsbury Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Haves, Tuomas Cuaates, New Hythe, Larkfield, Kent, 
Licensed Victualler Maidstone Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Hockey, WitviamM James, and Herseat James Hooxey, 
Yatton, Somerset, Market Gardeners Bristol Pet Nov 
5 Otd Novi 

Horwer, James, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Hucaonrsox, Wittiam, Cowan Bridge, nr Kirkby, Lonsdale, 
Joiner Kendal Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 

Huast, Wittiam, Pemberton, Wigan, Hay Dealer Wigan 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Jones, SaAmMozt Bripawarer, Walsall, Grocer Walsall 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Jones, Srancey Oscars Bristol Bristol Pet Nov5 Ord 
Nov 5 

Joyce, Wittiam Georas, Shanklin, I of W, Oil and 
Colourman Newport Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 
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Kanay, M, Greenfield st, Commercial rd, Provision Dealer 
High Court Pet Oct 8 Ord Nov 6 

Kemp, Victor Lewis, Pershore, Worcester, Baker 
cester Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 

Lanaton, Water, Hayes, Builder 
Ord Nov 5 

Lawron, Evizapeta, Bradford Bradford 


Wor- 


Pet Nov 5 


Windsor 


Pet Novi Ord 


ov5 
Ler, Samver, Coningsby, Lincs, Baker Lincoln Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 5 

Owen, James Grorce, Collington, nr Bromyard, Hereford, 
farmer Worcester Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Pickering, AvLpertT Epwarps, Earl Shilton, 
Farmer Leicester Pet Nov 4 O1d Nov4 

Reep, Water Tom, Moston, Lancs Salford 
Ord Nov5 

Roserts, Davip, Mardy, Glam, 
pridd Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 

Saita, Eowin Samugt Romitry, 
Insurance Manager Wandsworth 
Nové6 

Samira, R Broce, 8t John’s Wood rd, Maida Vale 
Court Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 4 

Syxes, ALExanper, Staincliff, Dewsbury, Washing Machine 
Maker Dewsbury Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Tratuex, Wituiam A.vsert, Louisville rd, Balham, 
Insurance Manager Wandsworth Pet Nov 6 Ord 
Nov 6 

Vickers, James, Hyde, Chester, 
Lyne Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 5 

Vince, Wittram James, Ipswich, 
Ipswich Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Wisoy, Tuomas, Seaton, nr Workington, Cumberland, 
Grocer Cockermouth Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Sept 78 


Martruews, Henry Farrau, Ilford, Timber Merchant 
Chelmsford Pet Aug 4 Ord Sept 15 


Leicester 
Pet Nov 5 
Boot Merchant Poaty- 


Louisville rd, 
Pet Nov 


Balham, 
6 Ord 


High 


Grocer Ashton under 


Commission Agent 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Bevan, Tuomas Grirrirn, 
Nov 18 at1l Off Rec, 
Swansea 

Brack, Hans Heyry, Sunderland, 
Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, 

Biackstone, Si1pxey 
Contractor Nov 19 at 12 

Bienkinsop, WILLIAM AUSTIN, 
17 at 11 Off Rec, 
pridd 

Buiyrue, Jouyx, Horncastle, Engineer 
Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

Brigas, Jouyx Epwarp, Elland, Yorke, Licensed Victualler 
Nov 18 at 10.45 County Court, Prescott +t, Halifax 

Cook, Samvet, Canterbury, Farmer Novy 17 at 10.30 Off 
Ree, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Corsisw.y, SAmugt Groroe, Blackburn, Builder 
at 2.45 County Court house, Blackburn 

Ditton, Rosert Herman, Wellington heath, nr Le 
Hereford, Market Gardener Nov 17 at 12 
Hereford 

D’Oy ty, Emiry, Bristol, Timber Merchant 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Dunkrreiery, James Faevertc, Southport Novy 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Durrant, Ernest Aessey, Bradford 
Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Evays, Davip, Clydach Vale, Glam, Confectioner Nov 17 
at 12 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Taff st, Pontypridd 

Everard, Henry, Sibsey, nr Boston, Lincs, Farmer Nov 23 
at2 Off Rec, 4and6, West st, Boston 

Farrey, Hersenr Avausrtua, Wandsworth, Accountant 
Nov 17 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Fareman, Prummer Jouy, Osbournby, Lincs Nov 23 at 2.30 
Off Ree, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

Gakrrop, Jony, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Merchant Novy 18 at 
2.30 Star Hotel, Gt Yarmouth 

Green, Georcre Arnrigip, Gt Grimsby, 
Labourer Novl7 at 11 Off Rec, 
Gt Grimsby 


Cwmbrla, Swansea, Fruiterer 
Government bldgs, St Mary’s st, 


Baker 
Sunderland 
Herpert, Parliament st, Paving 
Bankrup cy bldgs, Carey st 
Ystrad, Cycle De sale 2r Nov 
Post Office chmbrs, Taff st, Ponty- 


Nov 18 at 2.30 


Nov 25 at 12 Off 


Nov 17 


bury, 
“Offa st, 
Nov 17 at 11.45 
18 


at 12 


Nov 18 at 3 Off 


Fish Merchant’s 
St Mary’s chmbrs, 


’ SMITH, 


| 
Harker, Josern, New Mill, nr Huddersfield, Shoddy Dealer 


Nov 19 at2.15 Huddersfield Incorporated Law Society’s 
Rooms, Imperial arcade, New st, Huddersfield 
Harnitt, Josian Grorar, Madingley, Cambridge, Farmer 
Nov 17 at 10.30 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
Hayes, Taomas Cuaries, New Hythe, Larkfield, Kent, 
Licensed Victualler Nov 17 at 11. 30 9, King st, Mz aid- 
stone 


INTERNATIONAL LAW. 


By T. BATY, D.C.L., LL.D., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law ; 


Demy 8vo. 10s. 6d. net. 


Lecturer in Law. 
(Just Out. 


Since the Hague Conference of 1907, it is increasingly clear that the Nineteenth-century 


conceptions of International Law require revision. 
Arbitration, Federation, and Pacific Penetration are al analyzed 
The bearing of social upheavals on International relations 


are indicated in this book. 
as parts of one connected whole. 


The lines on which change is sroceeding 


is dealt with, and the importance which the principle of Association is destined to assume is 


emphasized. _ Incidentally, 


ference are collected and critically ex: umined. 
is detailed.] The work 


The key-note of the book is that Political unity must be organic and not mechanical. 
grow naturally out of mutual knowledge and confidence, ‘ 


JOHN MURRAY, ALBEMARLE STREET, 


a very comprekensive account is given of the history of the 
interposition of Nations to secure safety for their subjects abroad. The specific cases of inter- 
[The history and the decay of ‘‘ pacific blockade 
takes note of the most recent events, such as the Turkish boycott. 


” 


It must 
‘ Crystallization begins with the atom.” 


Ww. 





Hoop, Argtuur Ropert, Old Town, Eastbourne Nov 23 at 
12 County Court Offices, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 
Horner, James, Leeds Nov 17atl1 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, 
Leeds 

Howakp, Frepertwck Benvamin, Sheffield, Wheelwright 

Nov 17 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
1oHEs, Henry Tuomas, Pwllheli, Carnarvon, Grocer Nov 
17 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Kastgate row, ‘ heater 

Hurst, WIviIAMm, Pemberton, Wigan, Hay Dealer 
at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Jones, Evizasetn Anne, Llandilo, Carmarthen, Hotel 
Keeper Nov 20 at 12.30 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Car- 
marthen 

Kanays, M, Greenfield st, Commercial rd, Provision Dealer 
Nov 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lawton, Evizasetu, Bradford Nov 19 at1l Off Rec, 12, 
Duke st, Bradford 

Leaver, Tuomas, Herne Bay, Contractor 
Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Lee, SamugL, Coningsby, Lincs, Baker 
Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

Meapmore, Evizaseru, Romford, Essex, Baker Nov 17 at 
12 14, Bedford row 

Morais, Mary Jawr, Tunsta'l, Shoe Repairer 
11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcasue, Staffor 

Parsons, Henry Francis Crane, Bedford, Solicitor 
17 at 11,30 Lion Hotel, High st, Bedford 

PickeRInG, ALBERT Epwarps, Karl Shilton, Leicester. Coal 
Dealer Nov 19 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 
Leicester 

Pictoy, RicHarp, 


Ht 


Novisat9 Off 
Nov 25 at 12.30 


Nov 17 at 
Nov 


Abergwynf', Glam, Grocer Nov 18 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Government bldgs,' 8t Mary st, Swansea 
Roperts, Ricuarp Grirritn, Hatton, Derby, Corn Mer- 

chant Nov 17 at12 Off Reo 47, Full st, Derby 
Scarsorovcu, Rrematp Jonny, Colyford, Devon Nov 
18 at 12 Off Ree, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
R Bruce, 8t John’s Wood rd, Maida Vale Nov 18 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Henry, Smethwick, Staffs, 


STANFORD, Clerk Nov 17 at 


BLACKSTONE, 
Bowman, James, 
CoLuins, 


Coorgr, SAMUEL Grirrin, 


Dopps, Wixitiam Dopps, 
Dovuatas-Scorr-MonTaau, 


Dunkervey, James FREDERIC, 


Dugeant, Grorce SAispury, 


Forp, 


so, Tuomas Cuagies, New Hythe, 


Hewson, 


Horvyer, James, Leeds Leeds 
Huacossoy, Wittiam, Cowan B.idge, nr Kirkby Lonsdale, 


Hersert, Parliament st, Paving 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Wood Dealer 


SIDNEY 
Contracuor High Court 
Herriard, Hants, 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 
ALEXANDER, Westbury upon Trym, 
Bristol Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 
Hartlebury, Worcester, Farmer 
Kidderminster Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 


Win- 
chester 
WILLIAM 

Bristol, Plumber 


Nov 19 Cow.rne, Frank Joun, Loughborough, Grocer’s Manager 


Ord Nov 5 

Witton Park, Durham, Ware- 
Ord Nov 6 

Rosert Henry, Tunbridge 
Wells Sigh Court Pet Aug 12 Ord Nov5 
Southport, Outfitter Liver- 
Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 


Leicester Pet Nov 5 


houseman Durham Pet Nov 6 


pool 


Dusrant, Ernest Hessty, Bradford Bradford Pet Nov 


4 Ord Nové 
Little Dunham, Norfolk, 
Ord Nov6 


Baker King’s Lynn Pet Nov 6 


E.iorr, Faeperick, Paigaton, Devon, Builder Plymouth 


Pet Sept 4 Ord Nove 


Evans, Davip, Clydach Vale, Glam, Confectioner Ponty- 


pridd Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Craupe Ernest, Ossett, Yorks, 
Dewsbury Pet Nov > Ord Nov5 


Rag Merchant 
Larkfield, Kent, 
Licensed Victualler Maidstone Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 
Everett Hespex, Kingston upon Hull, 
Commercial Traveller Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct 
13 Ord Nov5 


Hockey, Witiiam James, and Hersert James Hockey, 


Yatton, Somerset, Market Gardeners Bristol Pet Nov 


5 Ord Nov5 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 


Lancs, Joiner Kendal Pet Nov6 Ord Nov6 


Hurst, Wii.i1am, Pemberton, Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet 


Nov5 Ord Nov 5 


11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham | Jones, Samugt Baipewarer, Wallsall, Grocer Wallsall 


Sutton, Fanny, Nov 


18 at 9.15 


Folkestone, Boarding house Keeper 
Off Rec, 63a, Castle st, Canterbury 
Tawny, -GrorGe Ropert, Norwich, Coal Desler Nov17 at 
12,30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Visce, WILLIAM James, Ipswich, Commission Agent Nov | 
18 at 2.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Warnes, Jonx, Kingston upon Hull Nov 17 at 11 Off | 
tec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

Wetton, Frank, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

WILLIAMSON, Percy Ric HARD, 8t Philip’s, Bristol, Jeweller 
Nov 17 at 1130 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Woop, Jouy, ‘“? Hersirr Epwarp ATTSs, Harrogate, 
Shopfitters, York Nov 19 at 230 Off Rec, The Red | 
House, Duncombe pl, York } 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Nov 19 


Asrort, MG, High st, Tooting, Boot Dealer High Court | Rep, Watrer Tom, Moston, Lancs 


Pet Ang 16 Ord Nov 5 
AppIson, JosePH, Eddieford Farm, Mitton, Yorks, Farmer 
Blackburn Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 | 


Barturrz, Samugy Rottanp Camp ixa, Lowestoft Great | Be 


Yarmouth Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 
Brack, Hans Henry, Sunderland, Baker Sunderland | 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 





The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. r 



































* OFFICE 





Copan from Policy dated 178% 


Law Courts Branch : 


SUN 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 

WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A, W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrior: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


PIDELITY GUARANTEE, 
| BURGLARY, 





| Jongs, Strancey Oscakg, Bristol Bristol 


| Kemp, Victor Lewis, Pershore, Worcester, Baker 


Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov4 
Pet Nov5 Ord 


Nov 5 


Joyce, Wittiam Grorce, Shanklin, Oil and Colourman 


Newport Pet Novo Ord Novi 
Wor- 
Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 


cester 


Lawron, Evizasetu, Bradford Bradford PetNov5 Ord 


Nov 5 


Lez, Samvuet, Coningsby, Lincs, Baker Lincoln Pet Nov 
d 5 


3 Or Nov 


Oxrorp, Mark, Burton on Trent Burton on Trent Pet 


Oct 19 Ord Novi 


Owen, James Geonrce, Collington, nr Bromyard, Hereford, 


Farmer Worcester Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 


Picxerixa, ALBert Epwarps, Earl Shilton, Leicester, Coal 


Dealer Leicester Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 
Salford Pet Nov 5 
Ord Nov 5 


Rosexts, Davip, Mardy, Ferndale, Glam, Boot Merchant 


ov 6 


Pontypridd Pet Nové6é Ord 
Colyford, 


ARBOROUGH, REGINALD JOHN, 
Exeter Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 2 
LLER, Heten AnniE, Bournemouth. Boarding house 
Proprietor Poole Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 5 
Samugt Emersow, Lincoln, Eiectrical Engineer 
Lincoln Pet Uct6 Ord Nov 4 
Sykes, Avexanpgr, Staincliffe, 
Machine Maker Dewsbury Pet Nov4 
Taytor, Jonny, Kimgston, Surrey, Engineer 
Surrey Pet June 22 Ord Nov4 
Tuompson, Joun Pavut Cuaries, Clarence gate gdns, 
Regent’s Park High Court Pet Aug 12 Ord Nov5 
Vince, WituiaAm James, Ipswich, Commission Agent 
Ipswich Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Vincent, Jonan, Long In High Court Ord 
Pet June 8 


Devon 


Sca1 


Dewabury, Washing 
Ord Nov 4 
Kingston, 


Pet Oct 4 
ov5 
Wanina, Grorce, Buxton, Derby 
Ord Nov 
Witsox, THomas, Seaton, nr Workington, Cumberland, 
Grocer Workington Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 26 : 

Witpmay, Witiiam Banker Giteseat, Blandford mews, 
Baker st, Builder High Court Pet Oct 21 Ord 
Oct 21 

Pe Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette Oct 29: 

Spencetayn, Wittiam Brown Raters, Chatham, Wine 

Merchant Rochester Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 


Barber, Toomas ALrrep Leeds, Draper’s Traveller Leeds 
Adjud Mar 16, 1894 Apnul Nov }, 1909 


Stock port 
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